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ABSTRACT
THE DEVELOPMENT OF A METHODOLOGY
FOR INSTITUTIONAL RESEARCH
(September 1978)
Ann C. Luciano, C.S.J., B.A.
,
College of St. Rose
M.S., University of Notre Dame, Ed.D., University of Massachusetts
Directed by: Dr. Thomas E. Hutchinson
The purpose of this study was to develop, test, and revise a method-
ology for institutional research. Institutional research is an expanded
and continuous form of self-study, the purpose of which is to probe
deeply into the workings of an institution of postsecondary education
to generate knowledge about the institution for decision making. This
is the author's working definition. As a recognized field of endeavor,
institutional research is only about twenty years old. Although much
ha.s been written on various facets, no set of rules and procedures is
to be found. The purpose of this dissertation is to develop a system-
atic, operational, standardized set of rules and procedures, i.e., a
methodology, to accomplish the purpose of institutional research. The
Methodology for Institutional Research is meant to be a guide for
newcomers, a checklist for those already in the field, a basis for
evaluating the institutional research process, and a thought-provoking
document
.
This Methodology was developed using the process of
Metamethodology
,
the purpose of which is to enable a person to write
a methodology for
VI
any definable purpose, fdnce no one definition for institutional
research is to be found, the definition in the previous paragraph was
the one the author decided to use in the development of Institutional
Research Methodology.
Once the purpose was defined, implications of this purpose were
generated by the author by means of responding to stimulus statements:
(l) ways of failing to accomplish the purpose; (2) ways of accomplishing
the purpose, avoiding all problems; (3) purpose is being accomplished;
what is happening. After this initial set of implications was generated
a search of the literature aided in generating additional ones. Finally
the purpose was given to another methodologist and researcher, and he
was asked to generate implications. The combination of implications
from these three lists were studied, and an initial set of major
processes emerged for Institutional Research Methodology . These
major processes are:
I. Define the role of Institutional Research
II. Identify the decision making structure in the institution
III. Plan a year’s activities
IV. Identify decision makers
V. Identify types of knowledge desired
VI. Define strategies for obtaining the knowledge desired
VII. Carry out the strategies
VIII. Reporting procedures
IX. Evaluation of the institutional research process
By use of the list of implications, major steps were developed
under each major process. Then substeps were developed. IVo prelimi-
nary steps concerning assumptions and planning to use the methodology
were ©.dded. A rationale for each major process was also written. The
author then believed that Draft I of the Methodology was sufficiently
developed to test the completeness and logic of Institutional Research
Methodology. To do this the author presented Draft I of the Methodology
(without rationale) to seven practicing institutional researchers
(subjects) for critique. They responded in individual interview ses-
sions. Generally, the Methodology was well-received by all but one of
the subjects. They saw the process as very useful and interesting.
Most criticisms concerned small points. Gome major revisions were
suggested, though. Initially, the first major process contained lengthy
and detailed discussions with the administrator in defining the role of
institutional research. This was changed to a general meeting with the
administrator and detailed work with the staff. The evaluation process
was much too idealistic a process; therefore, this was changed to a
more realistic one. All changes were meant to make the tone and format
less legalistic.
Draft II of Institutional Research Methodology was then written
and is included in Appendix C. Critiquing Draft II, field testing
it,
identifying gaps, and revising it are steps for further
research. This
is the beginning of an Institutional Research Methodology.
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CHAPTER I
OVERVIEW OF INSTITUTIONAL RESEARCH
Introduction
What is institutional research? This Chapter is meant to present a
general overview of the field. Briefly, institutional research is an
expanded and continuous form of self-study of an institution of post-
secondary education. Before 195^ an estimate of only ten institutions
in the entire nation boasted of an Office of Institutional Research
(Rourke and Brooks, I966 ). However, by I96O the number of people inter-
ested in institutional research had grown ‘to such a degree that the
American Council on Education asked Dr. A. J. Brumbaugh to survey and
report on this field. The results were published in his book Research
Designed to Improve Institutions of Higher Learning . The phenominal
growth in interest continued; in the early 1960 's institutional research
emerged as a staff function, and in I966 the Association for Institu-
tional Research (AIR) was begun with 382 charter members (Tetlow, 1973).
Eleven years after AIR began, it had 1,14? members (AIR membership
report, 1977). Thus, institutional research has grown into a recognized
field in the past fifteen years—and has grown by great leaps and bounds
Today there seem to be two major avenues of approach to institu-
tional research: Paul L. Dressel's and the National Center for Higher
Education Management Systems' (NCHEMS) at the Western Interstate
Commission for Higher Education (WICHE). Dressel's approach
is very
1
2humanistic, whereas NCHKMS' is more mechanistic. Tiiere are many other
approaches which fall between these two positions. These approaches to
institutional research will be explored in the rest of this Chapter
following the outline below. The categories of functions follow those
of Dressel (Dressel and Associates, 1971).
I. Purpose, Need and Implications of Institutional Research.
A. Suggested Purposes and Definitions of Institutional
Research.
B. Need for Institutional Research.
C. Implications Following from the Purposes Suggested for
Institutional Research.
II. Role of Institutional Research in Administration.
A. Relationship of Institutional Research to Administration.
B. Place of Institutional Research in the Organization.
III. Some Functions of Institutional Research.
A. Some Functions of Institutional Research Dealing with
Environment
.
1. Goals and objectives.
2. Interactions.
3. Physical facilities.
B. Some Functions of Institutional Research Dealing with
Processes and Operations.
1. Student personnel services.
2. Curriculum and instruction.
3. Cost studies.
I4
.
Student analysis.
5 . Faculty analysis.
C. Some Functions of Institutional Research Dealing with
Outcomes
.
1. Impact.
2. Cost-effectiveness.
3 . Accomplishments of faculty and graduates.
3Purpose, Need, Implications of Institutional Retjearch
Suggested Purposes and Definitions of Institutional Research
There does not seem to be one unanimous definition of institutional
research. Dressel, who is probably the single person who has done the
most writing in the area, states;
The basic purpose of institutional research is to probe deeply
into the workings of an institution for evidence of weaknesses
or flaws which interfere with the attainment of its purposes or
which utilize an undue amount of resources in so doing. (Dressel
and Associates, 1971, p. 23)
Rourke and Brooks (I966 ) have a similar definition but do not stress
finding flaws and weaknesses:
Institutional research is a variegated form of organizational
self-study designed to help colleges and universities gather an
expanding range of information about their own internal operations
and the effectiveness with which they are using their resources,
(p. M
Suslow ( 1971 ) stresses the goals of the institution in his definition:
It [institutional research] is an attitude of critical appraisal
of all aspects of higher education, which has as its primary pur-
pose the assessment and evaluation of the expressed goals of the
institution and the means used to achieve those goals, and that
this assessment and evaluation are guided not by purposes higher
than the goals themselves, but simply by the estimated efficiency
of the processes and the probable utility of the results. (p. l)
Lins ( 1968a), Sheehan and Torrence (1975) also view evaluation as a
vital part of institutional research.
Many emphasize the purpose of institutional research as the
supplying of information for decision making (cf. Bluhm, 1971;
Chamberlin, 1971; Peterson, 197^; Saupe, 1975; Sheehan and Torrence,
1975; Stickler, 1968a; Testerman, Blackmon, Hosier, 1972).
Two such
examples are:
I.
Institutional research is a function or set of activities which
develops information to be drawn upon in the making of decisions
about an institution of postsecondary education and in interpreting
the institution to its several constituencies. Information
relevant to policy and management decisions at all points of the
goal-setting-planning-operation-evaluation cycle is included.
(Saupe, 1975, p. 300)
and
The primary function of institutional research seems to be that
of collecting, analyzing, interpreting and reporting information
on the characteristics of the university to the central adminis-
tration for use in decision making. (Bluhm, 1971, p. 179)
To others such as Brumbaugh (i960 ), Hoskins (1975), Huff (1970),
and Sutton (1973) much emphasis is put on long-range planning or the
future. In i960 Brimibaugh said:
Institutional research . . . consists of studies and investiga-
tions focused on current problems and issues in institutions of
higher education. It also consists of studies and investigations
of problems and issues that are basic to long-range planning or
that may ultimately have implications for institutional operations,
(p. 2 )
In 1973 Sutton was still stressing the role of institutional research
in future planning:
The higher purpose of institutional research is ... to enable
our institutions to continually review their progress, to project
their many possible futures, and to select among these, those that
are both desirable and realistic. (p. 16 )
The fact that institutional research is conducted by a person(s)
within a particular institution is also deemed important in a statement
of definition of institutional research (cf. Grout, 196 ^; Hoskins, 1975,
Testerman, Blackmon, Hosier, 1972). The study and analysis of the
instructional process is considered real institutional research
by
Ikenberry ( 1967 ). Birch (1970) views it as feedback
linking "higher
management with management data systems and, ultimately,
the chief
5executive with operating departments" (p. 30).
To Bolman (l9T0a), J. Lyons (19T6), and Hourke and Brooks (1966)
methods and techniques of modern management play an important part in
defining institutional research. In the words of the Association for
Institutional Research;
It [institutional research] is a multidisciplinary profession
that draws on the relevant techniques and insights of modern
management science and educational psychology, welding them into
a new analytic approach to institutional governance and the
general problems of higher education. (J. Lyons, 1976, p. 3)
Rourke and Brooks ( 1966 ) are even more emphatic in stating, "Institu-
tional research lies at the heart of the trend tov/ard the use of modern
management techniques in higher education" (p. I4 ).
These lead to the establishment of the National Center for Higher
Education Management Systems (NCHEMS). The purpose of NCHEMS is to
aid institutions and agencies of higher education in the development
of compatible management information systems in order to improve analy-
sis, planning, and resource allocation. NCHEMS is fulfilling this pur-
pose by developing a series of procedures, analytical models and tools
to facilitate decision making and a communication base to allow for the
exchange of comparable data among institutions using NCHEMS products,
(cf. Goddard, Martin and Romney, 1973; Huff and Manning, 1972; Lawrence
1973; Lawrence and Gulko, 1971; WICHE, 1969b).
Finally, Testerman, Blackmon, and Mosier (1972) state that
there
are some common elements in the definitions of institutional
research
and sum up many of the ideas put forth by others
.
there is some consensus on the purpose of
institutional
research offices. They aid in the decision-making
process by
cproviding factual bases for those making, decisions, and those
decisions usually are aimed at establishing the efficiency of
marginal operations in the institution and the efficiency of its
instructional process. Althoug,h all writers agree that institu-
tional research is decision-oriented, not all would go so far as
some and argue that institutional research is to the university
as operations research is to business or industry. There are
some . . . who feel that the institutional researcher siiould act
as a catalyst in the university system, getting people to i'ocus
their energies and attentions on comirion problems; this, surely,
is a crucial difference between institutional and operations
research. (p. 20)
Need for Institutional Research
Each year the number of persons involved in institutional research
increases as is evidenced in the membership growth of the Association
for Institutional Research. This reflects a need for such a research
office. To some the need is so basic in this day and age that it is
necessary to the continuance of the university. Birch (19T0) very
forcefully says:
If the role of institutional research in the university system
is ceased, restricted or hampered in some fashion, the university
itself may be faced with extinction or operating in an "out-of-
control" fashion. (p. 30)
Hefferlin and Phillips (l9Tl) reinforce this need:
Without communication, coordination is impossible; without infor-
mation, institutions are inconceivable. And with the growth of
colleges and universities into huge organizations, their need for
information and communication has become urgent ... (p. 2)
Also in 1971 Dressel cited the need for institutional research:
No institution can know how to improve itself without knowing in
some detail how it has been and is operating. V/hen those respon-
sible for the development and improvement of an institution become
aware of this, institutional research becomes essential. (Dressel
and Associates, 1971, p. l6)
For the promotion of change in the institution, Bradley and Palola
(1973) see internal research as more advantageous than
external research
Y(the study of the institution by those outside the institution), cymn/'c
is also cited as a reason for an office of institutional research by
Sheehan and Torrence (1975)
•
Many deem institutional research as necessary for rational decision
making. One proponent of this is Lins ( 1968a). He does say that it
does not take the place of "sound administrative judgment" but makes it
"better informed and more intelligent" (p. ITM. Freed (l9Tl) calls
institutional research the "pacemaker for the institution's heart"— the
information center stimulating rational decision making (p. 17*0.
Brumbaugh ( 1960 ), Testerman, Blackmon, and Hosier (1972) also see insti-
tutional research as needed for effective decision making. Brumbaugh
(i960 ) especially emphasizes the need for institutional research:
The key to effective administration is the ability of the president
and those who work with him to ask the right questions and then
find the right answers. But the right answers to the right ques-
tions, whether they are specific in relation to a given institution
or whether they are more comprehensive, must take into account all
the relevant, factual data—the kind of data that only institutional
research can provide. (p. 2 )
There is also a great need for consistent and continuing data
collection. Leischuck (1970) sees institutional research as a response
to the need for self-analysis which is organized and continuous. The
fact that much of the time data are needed "right away" is reason
enough
for Dressel and Associates ( 1961 ) to establish an office of
institutional
research thereby insuring a continuous data collection program
and elimi-
nating the problem of insufficient and irrelevant data being
supplied.
External sources of funding, such as legislatures, are
calling
for institutions to be held more accountable tor their
resources.
they getting the best and most for their dollars? What are the costs
of various programs? What are the benefits gained? These are some of
the questions the benefactors of institutions of higher learning are
asking. Dressel and Associates (1961) see institutional research as
needed to respond to these questions and any others legitimately asked.
They also have stated the need for institutional research for other
reasons
:
Without systematic, accurate feed-back to management of the
effects of its operations, an institution or system can waste
its resources on ineffective or unnecessarily costly activities.
Judgments about effectiveness and relative costs, however, cannot
be adequately made in isolation. Hence the need also for compa-
rable data from other organizations of similar complexity and
similar missions. (p. l)
This need for comparable data from other institutions is one of the
reasons why NCHEMS was created (WICHE, 1969b).
Intermittently over the years surveys of members of the Association
for Institutional Research have been conducted. The 19T0 and 19T3 sur-
veys revealed that the three major job responsibilities of institutional
research are planning and coordination, budget and finance, and studies
of students (Morstain and Smart, 197^)- The academic preparation of
institutional researchers is varied—education, psychology and social
sciences being the most frequent areas mentioned in the 1970 survey
(Tetlow, 1973). There are advantages and disadvantages to this diver-
sity. One disadvantage is that methods of storage and collection
of
data, analysis and planning vary greatly from institution to
institution
as well as from department to department within an institution.
In order
to induce more communication and more comparability of
information.
9NCHEMS has developed a management information system. Thus, the need
for institutional research has also created the need for a center such
as NCHEMS
.
Implications Following from the Purposes Suggested for Institutional
Research
Some characteristics of institutional research(er
)
. Since such
phrases as "probe deeply," "expanding range of information about inter-
nal operations," "appraisal of all aspects," and more were used in the
definitions of the purpose of institutional research, there are several
characteristics of the institutional researcher which have been readily
suggested
.
One which is assumed by most, stated by few, is competency. Tiie
level of competency of the researcher in processing data in order to
obtain more meaningful and needed information is one of the key charac-
teristics desired for a successful accomplishment of the purpose of
institutional research. The collection of data without appropriate
analysis is of little use to decision makers. (cf. Dressel and Associ-
ates, 1961 ; Huff, 1970).
In order to collect data, much of which is in other offices, the
researcher must be trusted (Sheehan and Torrence, 1975). This person
must have the confidence of all from whom data are to be extracted as
well as of all to whom information will be reported—that is, the
researcher must have the confidence of faculty, administration, staff
(Dressel and Associates, I96I; Huff, 1970). When the trust of the data
providers is secured, the researcher can then be confident of their
in-
formation, and this confidence is a necessity in disseminating
the
10
information to others (Suslow, 1975). Without confidence, there is not
credibility. Without confidence and credibility, there can be no inl’or-
mation flow . Information can be given but not necessarily inform
(Sibley, 1975). Credibility of the researcher implies, among other
things, trustworthiness and authoritativeness (Holtzman, 1970). Sheehan
( 1971 ) emphatically states the necessity of confidence in the researcher:
Without the confidence of policy formulators, full potential of
the Office of Institutional Research will not be developed,
results of studies will not have the influence they should, and
the university will not benefit from its investment in the office.
(p. 20)
One way to generate confidence is to assure confidentiality
(Dressel and Associates, 1971). There are some matters of confidenti-
ality which are dictated by law, but there are others in which the
researcher must use discretion (Reidhaar, 1976). Dressel and Freeman
( 1975 ) warn that confidentiality not be used as a way out of criticism
nor that it be overdone. Firnberg (1975) also says, "In the area of
confidentiality we must place the highest value on objectivity, integ-
rity, proper procedure, accurate reporting, and the use of good
judgment" (p. 302).
Objectivity is advocated by many. Among them are Carrothers
( 1973 ), Gulko ( 1975 ), Mason (1967), McGannon (1970), Montgomery ( 1967 ),
Stecklein (1970), and Suslow (1972). Objectivity should be evident in
the design and conduct of studies, in the analysis and interpretation
of data, and in reporting the findings (Gulko, 1975; Montgomery, 1967
^
Stecklein, 1970). Under no circimnstances should there be any manipula-
tion of data or control of information (McGannon, 1970). Sheehan
(l97l)
11
and Stecklein (l9ro) stress neutrality of the researcher to maintain
objectivity. Stecklein (19T0) also says that the researcher cannot
become identified as a central administrator. He or she can t-^ive pros
and cons for alternatives being considered (Sheehan, 1971) or attempt
"to detect causal relationships between alternative means and educa-
tional outcomes" (Astin, 1970, p. 215). These comply with Holtzrnan's
( 1970 ) contention that the institutional researcher is an advisor.
The institvitional researcher is involved in decision making by
being "in a position of knowing what [is] to be decided in order that
complete information ... be collected" (Martin, 1975, P- 319)- This
is not the same as being a decision maker. It, however, leads to another
characteristic—that of identifying the problem and asking the right
questions (Lawrence, 1970; Montgomery, I967 ) . Peterson has said, "A
more significant contribution ... is the person’s ability to turn
broad questions of institutional structure and functioning into research-
able questions and vice versa" (Rice, 197^, P* 126).
Another way of facilitating decision making is by providing timely
information (Gulko and Lukens, 1975)- This characteristic of right
timing is a strategic factor in stimulating action on the part of the
decision makers. This is not only true of providing information
requested but also in identifying problems before they are formally
identified and in conducting studies so that information will be avail-
able at the critical moment or to bring attention to the problem
(Dressel and Associates, 1971)*
The characteristics discussed above are: competence,
trustworthi-
ness (or confidence), credibility, confidentiality,
objectivity, and
12
ability to identify problems, ask the right questions, and provide
timely information. This is not a comprehensive list of characteristics
but represents what this author believes are the most important. Others
will be implied in the rest of this Chapter.
Staff . In order to do everything implied in the purposes and
definitions of institutional research, a staff is needed. Wliat are the
implications for staffing an Office of Institutional Research? Dressel
contends
:
An individual well grounded in economics, accounting, statistics,
computer science, social survey techniques, tests and measure-
ments, and educational research is (assuming the appropriate
pattern of interests and personality characteristics) a real gem
for institutional research. (Dressel and Associates, 19T1> P- 315)
He admits that "anyone with a strong quantitative background" can quickly
learn the skills and gain the knowledge needed to do institutional
research. Also if a person has had "research training in any of the
several fields" mentioned in the quote, he or she should have little
trouble fitting into institutional research (Dressel and Associates,
1971, p. 316).
Perry (1972), on the other hand, sees the institutional researcher
as a super researcher of higher education. Heim (1973) puts emphasis
on "both analytical and diplomatic skill" (p. 102). Astin (1970) says
that the institutional researcher is primarily an evaluator, while
Sheehan and Torrence (1975) assert that the researcher must be a
problem-solver and communicator. In 1970 McGannon said that a clear
and proper understanding of the very nature of the college or
univeroity
itself" was vital (p. l60). Suslow (1972) stated generally,
but in an
all-encompassing fashion, what the Institutional researcher
should be:
The successful practice of institutional research depends upon the
individual who has a broad knowledge of diverse disciplines, an
intense understanding of his institution, and, above all, an
attitude which coimnits him to the value of his institution's
purpose in society. (p. l)
In a university, where a large staff is possible, Sheehan ( 1972b)
has posited that the Office of Institutional Research staff should
include analysts responsible in the following areas; academic planning,
physical analysis, fiscal analysis, statistics, and information systems;
assistant analysts would round out the professional staff, ^4any times
in small schools a single person tries to take on all of these roles or
just concentrates on one aspect.
F. Craig Johnson and Marvin Peterson are involved in two of the
training programs for institutional research. Each approaches the
training differently reflecting the fact that one unanimous definition
of institutional research is not to be found. Johnson has his students
go through a series of problem-solving exercises drawing on the knowl-
edge and skills they already have. After each exercise discussion
leading to learning about institutional research takes place, since
Johnson believes that the student should first learn how to do institu-
tional research and then learn about it. He also thinks that many of
the "critical attributes" of an institutional researcher are not
acquired.
He has defined some of these attributes as "identifying
fruitful hypoth-
eses, sensitivity to human needs and frailities [^] , relating findings
to the problem, order priorities, forming reasonable
value judgments,
incorporating a professional code of ethics within himself"
(Rice, 197^,
p. 127). These are fostered by the program but
the potential must first
Ill
be there. Peterson's approach is global; he is concerned with "total
institutional change" (Rice, 197^, p. 126). His students start with
higher education courses, broadening to an interdisciplinary background,
especially in the "professional areas of business, economics, public
administration, policy studies, operations research" (Rice, 197^, P- 127).
The student also gets a thorough foundation in research design and
statistics and then completes an internship. As Rice (197^) summarized:
Johnson's program produced more of a technical specialist while
Peterson prepares more of a generalist who approaches the problem
somewhat pragmatically. . . . Peterson tends to view institutional
research more as a process while Johnson sees it as a procedure.
(p. 128 )
These differing approaches do not make one person a better researcher
than another, and they give evidence to Gulko's (1975) statement, "The
primary role played by the directors of institutional research varies
from individual to individual and from institution to institution" (p.
302)
.
The institutional researcher occupies a staff position as
Montgomery (1970) has said, but there is some controversy as to whether
it might not be a line position (McGannon, 1970). Hopkins ( 196U)
agrees that it is a staff position and shows the scope of the position
by stating:
To a far greater extent than with most other "staff"
services
within a college or university, the institutional researcher
gets
himself involved in the operational affairs—often delicate an
sensitive matters—of nearly everyone else in the university,
from
the president on down. (p. 39)
In this staff position, Stecklein (1970) views the
institutional
researcher as a resource person—especially to decision
makers.
Ikenberry (1970) sees the potential of the researcher, as an academi-
cian, of bridging the gap of communication and confidence between
administration and faculty and students.
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There are many demands made upon the staff of an office of institu-
tional research: internal demands, which will be dealt with later, and
external demands. These external demands take on many forms. One is
the completion of data requests and questionnaires (Leischuck, 1970).
These may be completely ignored or dealt with in varying degrees
( ChajTiberlin
,
1971). Other external demands come from state and federal
agencies (Dressel and Pratt, 1971). Cooperation with other institutions
is also becoming more widespread. It is advantageous financially as well
as in getting comparable data (Dressel and Associates, 1971; Dressel and
Pratt, 1971 ). However, the push for comparable data implies some sort
of standard definitions (Dressel and Associates, 1971). This was one of
the major thrusts of NCHEMS: "to provide its clients with definitions,
structures, and procedures for the development of a communication base
and to provide analytical tools and procedures" (Lawrence, 1973, p. 7).
The institutional researcher must be able to distinguish which
methodology is most appropriate for each task and be convinced that this
is the best choice (Suslow, 1972, 1975), and he or she must also be
able
to initiate studies and prioritize projects to be done according to
whether they are dealing with major problems or not (Dressel and Associ-
ates, 1971; Stecklein, 1970). There are also future-oriented
projects
to be considered (Dressel and Associates, 1971).
As stated earlier, a staff with all of the above
competencies
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would be very large and very expensive. Most research ol’fices have a
staff containing some combination of these competencies and do the best
they can
.
Relation to other offices
. In Rourke and Brooks' ( 1966 ) definition
of institutional research, "to gather an expanding range of information
about their own internal operations" (p. U) implies that access to infor-
mation is a necessity (Sibley, 1975)* This creates the need to know
where the data exist and to be able to retrieve them when needed
(Hefferlin and Phillips, 1971) since they must be collected from all
parts of the university (Baldridge, 1971)* However, it is sometimes
difficult to get all to agree to a free exchange of data (Rourke and
Brooks, 1966 ). J. Lyons (1976) says:
It is absolutely essential that you maintain close working rela-
tionships with those operating units which do [have primary
responsibility for the initial collection and periodic updating
of all major files] in order to ensure two things: one, that
your data needs have been provided for and, two, that when needed,
the data are easily accessible. (p. ^)
In 1966 Rourke and Brooks were saying:
If it is to be successful, an institutional research office must
obtain the cooperation of the registrar's office, the deans of the
various schools, and other university agencies which may have
information relevant to the study of academic problems. A close
relationship with the registrar's office will be particularly
important for the success of the institutional research operation,
since the basic data on student background and performance
originate in the registrar's office. (p. 67 )
In conjunction with this Draine (1970) found that those most involved
in doing studies and also most approving of institutional
research were
registrars and vice-presidents. There should be no fear
that other
offices are also doing studies; instead there should be
coordination
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with these so that the information gathered can be put to greatest use
(j. Miller, I968 ). Rourke and Brooks ( 1966 ) suggest "a co-ordinating
mechanism on campus, such as a committee representative of all the
agencies engaged in the study of institutional operations" (p. 65 ).
Hoskins (1975), however, does emphasize that the office of institutional
research is different from other university offices since its studies
are continuous and systematic and its overall concern is for the
university's purpose and values. Freed (1971) also advises that "the
role of an office of institutional research be clearly defined" and
that all be encouraged to use this office (p. 17 ^).
Two other offices which have been cited as beneficial communication
links with institutional research are data processing and the business
office. The use of the computer was stressed by Dressel and Pratt (l97l)
and Lawrence (1970). The fact that communication will always exist
between the business office and the office of institutional research
is a given since there is so much data there that can be used for
decision making if it is analyzed and since money is a key issue in
this decade (Cavanaugh, 1971; Jones, 1970). However, it is also recog-
nized that exchange of data from this office may be more difficult to
effect. These problems are, nevertheless, solvable (Jones, 1970).
If the office of institutional research does not assume the role
of planner, then it should be of assistance to planners (Perry, 1976;
Sheehan and Torrence, 1975). Mason (1967) has said that "the institu-
tional research office should be equipped to assume a coordinating staff
role in comprehensive planning" (p. 29). When planning is based
on
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research both are strengthened (Parden, 1971). The fact that planning,
is enhanced by its relationship with research is noted by Carrothers
(1973). Both Nelson (1972) and Parden (l97l) see planning, research,
evaluation as interrelated functions. Nelson (1972) has said;
Effective planning
. . . calls attention to the importance of
gathering information on specified matters to serve as critical
indexes of success. In other words, a good information system
must provide the data necessary for evaluation. (p. 32)
Suslow ( 1972 ) states, "A specific role which institutional research can
play in planning is its concern for the effects which short-range
actions have on long-range plans" (p. 15). Bolman ( 1970b) and Jones
( 1970 ) see institutional research as vital for long-range planning. In
1970 Hayward declared:
Institutional research, as an early warning system, can often
stimulate a college to engage in a long-range directed change
which will help the institution to avoid difficulties envisaged
by the early warning system. (p. 23)
Another link is between institutional research and development.
Bolman ( 1970a) has expressed his thoughts on this relationship as:
"Development is how you put thought into action, and research is only
as valuable as its action outcomes" (p. 5). Hayward (1970) has added
that various lines of development may present themselves as a consequence
of a significant program of institutional research.
In another vein is the association of the institutional research
office with other offices and persons by reason of the fact that
these
are sources of studies. Usually studies done by the office
of institu-
tional research are requested by administrators or faculty
(Dressel and
Associates, 1971; West, 1971). Of course in many places
requests may
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also come from students and, as already mentioned, from external sources
(Dressel and Associates, 1971; Dressel and Pratt, 1971).
Relation vith faculty
. Since Testerman, Blackmon and Mosier
( 1972 ) state in their definition that the institutional researcher
gathers information for decision making and one kind of decision has
to do with "the efficiency of its instructional process" (p. 20), there
are implications involving faculty. In 196h Wedekind asserted: "The
role of an institutional research office should be to serve the faculty
as well as the administration of the institution, and this service
should be in a direct as well as an indirect manner" (p. 33). As men-
tioned earlier requests for studies come from faculty as well as admin-
istrators and even others. The office of institutional research should
make itself "available to faculty committees and departments involved
in the study of academic problems" (Rourke and Brooks, I966 , p. 66 ).
This can help to stimulate more evaluation and self-study within
departments and other academic groups (Rourke and Brooks, I966 ). Most
researchers find themselves spending a goodly amount of time meeting
with various committees (J. Lyons, 1976).
Many times faculty see the institutional researcher as "the resident
Satanic apostle" as Sutton (1973) so graphically described it (p. I6 ).
This is because institutional research has traditionally concentrated on
the number of hours in advising, work load, compensation, fringe
benefits
and the like. In other words, quantity rather than quality, efficiency
rather than effectiveness have been seen by the faculty as being
empha-
sized (Johnson, 1972; Kugler, 1972; Perry, 1976; Sutton, 1973).
Rather than be a threat to faculty, institutional research can work
with them utilizing their expertise. Many advocate this position.
Because a large number of faculty view themselves as knowledgeable in
conducting research, Ikenberry (19T0) advocates consulting with those
whose skills have some application to the study being considered.
Jacokes (19T0) believes that they should be involved since they will be
potentially affected by any resultant changes. Brumbaugh (i960),
Bolman (l9T0b), Draine (l9T0), Dressel and Associates (l9Tl), Montgomery
( 1970 ), Saupe ( 196^), and Van Istendal (19T0), to mention a few, all
agree with faculty involvement. Pragmatically Montgomery (19T0) says
that the more people are "involved, especially in the formulation of
a study, the more likely they are to accept in part or in full the
results" (p. l^il). Similarly Dressel states that "involvement of
faculty expertise is economical as special problems arise; it is also
likely to gain widespread respect for and acceptance of institutional
research" (Dressel and Associates, 1971, P* 22 ). In the same vein
Draine (1970) declares, "Involvement in Institutional Research . . .
may be the best predictor of positive acceptance of I. R. [institutional
research]" (p. 6U).
Besides having faculty (and administrators) involved as consultants
or as researchers themselves, another suggestion has been to form one
or
more advisory committees. Among those advocating such a committee
are
J. Lyons (1976), Martin (1975), Testerman, Blackmon, and Mosier (1972),
and Van Istendal (1970). Van Istendal (1970) believes that an
advisory
committee should be formed at the beginning of the institutional
research
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office rather than as an "appendage after the fact" (p. 133).
Testernian, Blackmon, and Hosier (1972) think that "faculty research
advisory committees from the various disciplines" should be formed with
their chairmen sitting on the advisory committee for institutional
research (p. l8) . Martin (1975) does advocate broad representation on
such a committee and even lists what he thinks should be some of its
responsibilities: "The committee would be involved in setting prior-
ities, in disseminating information to other staff members, and in
helping design and execute major research studies" (p. 319).
Reporting and dissemination
. "Interpreting and reporting informa-
tion" are stated in Bluhm's (1971, p. 179) purpose of institutional
research. Therefore, there are implications concerning reporting and
dissemination. In 1972 Larkin declared, "Research which is not system-
atically reported is no research at all" (p. 99). What should
researchers report? Firnberg (1975) responded to this question in the
following manner:
We are obligated to our institutions and our profession to report
the facts and the methodology, to suggest possible alternatives
on the basis of our view of the circumstances surrounding each
situation, and to suggest likely consequences of the possible
alternatives
.
We have an obligation not to distort the data . . . [and]
to prepare accurate reports which will be of value to those in
our institution who have requested the data. . . . This . . . must
be done in such a way to protect the interests of our institution,
(p. 302)
Dressel agrees with suggesting possible alternatives but warns against
making specific recommendations (Dressel and Associates, 1971). Dressel
and Freeman (1975) do note that there are those who believe that only
facts should be reported without implications or interpretations
.
2?
Concerning the methodology in the report, Dressel and Pratt ( 1971 )
remind researchers that the audience for which the report is being
prepared much of the time is not interested in methodology but in
gaining more understanding of the problem and the various alternative
courses of action. Therefore, they suggest that the methodology be
unobtrusively contained in reports.
Martin (1975) reiterates that "reports must be comprehensive,
objective, and timely" (p. 3l6) . Much computer printout is usually
amassed, and Sutton reminds the researcher that it is his or her task
to make it understandable and give it meaning (Rice, 197^). The
importance of understandable, meaningful, useful reports is advocated
by many including Bluhm (1971), Dressel and Pratt (1971) and Lins
( 1968a)
.
Some sort of conciseness is also recommended. Dressel proposes
making reports brief by omission of data but making known that "substan-
tiating data are available" (Dressel and Associates, 1971, P* 5l)* Lins
( 1968a) affirms the necessity of succinct and comprehensive reports. He
goes on to suggest "a carefully prepared summary in addition to an
abstract report" (p. 193). This summary may be all that many will
read. It could also be used as a summary report for the rest of the
research staff as suggested by Martin (1975)*
Communication is a crucial factor in any research. That is the
purpose of reports. Jacokes (1970) advocates beginning the communica-
tion process at the start of any research that will probably affect
many in the institution. This is to counteract what he perceives as
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the normal behavior for many with respect to reports
:
[They] take it out of their mail box, read the title (if you're
lucky), read the summary, (if you're even luckier) and then
throw it in the wastebasket or file it under "miscellaneous
reports" in their desk drawer. (p. 13 )
Therefore, communication is important. McGannon (19T0) would like to
have reports backup oral presentation since the administrator is inun-
dated with various reports. Sibley (1975) repeats the message that the
mode of communication is important. If a researcher is communicating
good news, he agrees that it can be written, but cautions that "bad
news should always be given face-to-face" (p. 15 )*
Who should get these reports? As West (l9Tl) has said—this can
be a frustrating task. Most agree that there should be widespread dis-
tribution (cf. Dressel and Associates, 1971; Gulko, 1975; Ikenberry,
1970; Van Istendal, 1970; West, 1971). However, Dressel and Freeman
( 1975 ) do concede that, because of the nature of the study, in some
cases dissemination should be limited. This is the exception rather
than the rule. Generally key administrators and decision makers will
receive research reports (cf. Bluiim, 1971; Firnberg, 1975; McGannon,
1970 ). West ( 1971 ) asserts that the initiators of the study and "others
qualified to receive them" should be given reports of the study (p. I81 )
while Van Istendal (1970) stresses dissemination to those directly
concerned with the study.
Other systems . Rourke and Brooks ( 1966 ) emphasized the use of
modern management techniques" (p. U) when defining institutional
research
The inevitability of using various other systems, such as
management
information systems (MIS), is admitted by many. However, there
are
2h
those who level warnings. In 1970 Ben Lawrence, while acknowledging
the need for compatible management information systems, cautioned
against movement toward identical management information systems since
these would put more constraints than necessary on institutions. Peggy
Heim (1973) questions whether an underlying management information
system (specifically NCHEMS') is worth the cost and if it will "provide
much useful assistance in internal decision-making" (p. lOl). Adrian
Harris (1973) is adamant:
We must seek to avoid standardization and regimentation around
formats and definitions designed by those far removed from the
system in an attempt to assure "comparable data." ... it is
essential that higher education not be reduced to the least
common denominator. (p. 106 )
Another kind of warning was issued by Shoemaker: the "need to be aware
of the on-campus psycho-socio-political ramifications of MIS development"
(Rice, I97 U, p. 128 ). He was referring to the importance of the decision
making and planning processes. And, finally, although Nelson (1972)
discusses management information systems at length, he reminds the
researcher that such a system is not a "panacea" (p. ^5)*
The necessity of a management information system was cited by
Bluhm ( 1971 ); and Huff (1970) saw the staff of the office of institu-
tional research as the logical personnel responsible for it. Nelson
( 1972 ) gives a very good synopsis of a management
information system and
some views on a program, planning and budgeting (PPB) system:
By a management information system (MIS) in higher education
we
mean that configuration of men, machines, and methods which
supports
management in the collection, storage, processing, and
transmission
of information for operation, control, evaluation, and
planning o
The value of MIS depends upon the informativeness
and time-
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liness of its outputs, which in turn depend heavily upon the quality
of the operating systems
. . .
It is apparent, that the decisions as to what information is
appropriate, in what form, for whom, and with what frequency are
the critical elements in the design. (p. 36)
and
MIS and PPB systems act as powerful heuristic and recollective
devices in their impact upon administrators. The program planning
discipline requires that the university leadership confront with
great concreteness questions of objectives, evaluation criteria,
and priorities which are otherwise easily let aside in the press
of daily affairs. (p. U 5 )
In 1970 Lawrence Bogard conducted a study on management systems in
institutions of higher education. His findings were published in 1972.
He found that of the responding institutions 24^ had a full-time office
of institutional research; 13^ had some form of planning-programming-
budgeting system; and only 2.8^ of the institutions had all three.
There were only 3.1^ of the institutions that had an institutional
research office and a management information system, and another 12^
had an institutional research office and were planning for a management
information system. However, Bogard points out that 73^ of his responses
were from small schools (under 3,000) and sees size as a significant
variable in skewing the results . He is disappointed in these results
for he believes that if the concepts of scientific management are adopted
then the three functions of institutional research, management informa-
tion system and planning-programming-budgeting system will be
provided
for
.
What is the systems approach to higher education management?
First, it is an approach "designed to test the value
of any given con-
cept or structure" (Umans, 1970, p. 4l). A somewhat
different way of
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looking at this approach was expressed by Moran (1972);
A systems approach to organization design means simply trying to
assess the whole organization rather than identifying one of the
parts where difficulty may be most apparent. ... A systems
approach concentrates upon relationships rather than parts.
(pp. 4-5)
Bogard (1972) reminds the researcher that although the systems approach
is not a "guarantee of 'good' management, nor is it the sole hope of
administrators . .
. ; it is , however, one approach to management that
has a proven history of success" (p. lO). There are some difficulties
in adapting a systems approach to higher education management. Some
of these were listed by Umans (1970): (l) operational educational objec-
tives are difficult to define because of the human variable; (2) the
education process is very complex; (3) there are not different models
for different educational situations and processes; (4) there is an
absence of "valid and reliable instruments to measure objectives and
results of educational processes" (pp. 42-43). These should be weighed
against the advantages of such a system.
In the Spring of 1976 an issue of New Directions for Institutional
Research, edited by Thomas R. Mason, was devoted to assessing computer-
based systems models. Some articles in that issue are of particular
interest in looking at management information systems: Kirschling' s
,
Plourde's, Hussain's, and Mason's. Kirschling compiled a list of nine-
teen pros and cons to using models. Plourde also looked at some pros
and cons of techniques of scientific management and ended on the
following note;
Finally, one message is clear. Unless there is a high-level
organizational commitment to apply the model to planning and
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decision making, the model will remain a plaything for the
institutional researchers, computer center personnel, and other
project leaders, and few significant benefits will be derived
from its use. After all, what does it accomplish to have a
perfect computer implementation of a modeling system if in the
end it is not understood, not supported, or not used? (p. 31)
Hussain siammarized the basic logic of such models as CAMPUS (Comprehen-
sive Analytical Methods of Planning a University System), HIS (Hoch-
schule Information System, West Germany), RRPM (Resource Requirements
Prediction Model), and TUSS (Total University Simulation System,
Holland); gave an overview of the scope of these different models; and
made a summary comparison of them. Mason himself advocated more under-
standing and interaction between model builders and model users. In
1977, Schroeder stated six assumptions which he considered false and
which underlie the design of management systems for colleges and univer-
sities. He then suggested a life cycle approach to management system
design which would "ensure a tailor-made system" (p. 109).
The most widespread management information system in use in higher
education is that developed by NCHEMS. In 1971 Dressel stated that
institutional research on every campus would be affected by the NCHEMS
system (Dressel and Associates, 1971), and in 197^ Balderston called it
"the major interlocutor for determining the appropriate definitions and
details in many areas of measurement and reporting" (p. 235).
The NCHEMS planning and management system is geared toward
the exam-
ination of alternatives to best utilize the available
resources to obtain
the goals of the institution (Lawrence and Gulko, 1971;
Romney and
Manning, 197U). It was also developed to expedite the
exchange of compa-
rable data (Lawrence, 1973; Romney, 1973). The tools
that have been
developed fall into two general categories. Huff and Manning ( 1972 )
describe these categories as: "(l) those that are used to gather his-
torical data, and (2) those that use the historical data as a point of
departure to project future costs and assist in planning for future
operation" (p. 7)* It is hoped that this system will yield more objective
information to aid in making decisions about resource allocation.
Political considerations will still be present as well as pressures
which are ever present (Huff and Manning, 1972).
Data . Institutional research is to provide a "factual basis for
those making decisions" (p. 20) according to Testerman, Blackmon, and
Mosier's (1972) definition. It is generally recognized that the office
of institutional research is the central supplier of data about the
institution for more informed decisions (cf. Evans, 1971; Freed, 1971;
Harshman, 1975; Heldman, 1971; Leischuck, 1970; Vergiels, 1971). This
includes supplying routinely generated comparable data (Bryson, 1977)-
The collection of relevant, reliable and usable quantitative data is
emphasized by Heldman (l97l)* Harshman (1975) sees institutional
research as the link between data and decision making. There are many
others with this point of view as was pointed out in the definition
section of this Chapter. For the data to be used in decision making
the researcher has to find out how they relate to the decision to be
made and the problem area. However, the decision maker must receive the
right kind of data—neither too detailed nor too summarized (Robinson,
1967).
There are various data needs in an institution: needs
for histor-
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ical, current, and future data; needs for hard and soft data (Cash,
1973; Dressel and Associates, 1971; Evans, 1971; Leischuck, 1970).
/
Dressel says that current data should be done routinely and with minimal
involvement of the staff; the historical data should be collected in
relation to planning and resource allocation, otherwise it is a wasted
effort (Dressel and Associates, 1971). A good distinction between hard
and soft data is made by Evans (l97l). He gives such examples of hard
data (quantifiable) as: full-time equivalents (FTE), student credit
hours, average class size, cost; and of soft data as: student attitudes,
personality test results and other such data as describe attitudes or
characteristics. Many times these two types of data are not collected
in the same office—either the institutional research office chiefly
collects only hard or only soft data or there are two different offices
with little communication between them (Evans, 1971). Typically, how-
ever, institutional research collects hard data as is evidenced by the
following list: enrollment data by departments, sex, part-time or full-
time, semester, student level; faculty data by sex, age, rank, tenure,
educational background, salary; cost of instruction; retention rates
(Freed, 1971; Leischuck, 1970; Vergiels, 1971). Astin (1970) also
includes some soft data in his list, such as "changes in the student
s
self-concept, attitudes, values, behavior" (p. 215)—although at
this
stage, he seems to be in the minority.
Because of the collection of hard data as cited above,
several
researchers advocate the maintenance of a fact book. Among
them are
Bluiim (1971) and Leischuck (1970). "Most fact books,"
says Leischuck
iO
(1970), " are built around those items of information which were most
frequently requested by agencies and individuals both on and off campus"
(p* 59). These items most often include enrollment data, characteris-
tics of the student body, and faculty information; other possible items
might be research program, physical plant, history of the institution
over the past several years, and general information (Bluhm, 1971;
Leischuck, 1970). Leischuck (l970) lists many merits in keeping a fact
book: (l) it makes information available to many; (2) the institutional
researcher concentrates on only one publication; (3) it is a source for
trend data; (U) information is readily available for those who need it;
(5) many routine requests will be eliminated; (6) gaps in data will not
normally exist; (7) no other document has such current and accurate
information
.
There is also the question of comparable data which has already
been discussed briefly. For this a standard communication base is
needed (Lawrence, 1973; Lawrence and Gulko, 1971). This is dependent upon
standardized definitions and procedures. The whole of the NCHEMS prod-
ucts rests upon its Data Element Dictionary which gives researchers
standardized definitions and its Program Classification Structure which
is a standardized "filing system" (Goddard, Martin, and Romney, 19
Gulko, 1972; Huff and Manning, 1972; Lawrence and Gulko, 1971;
WICHE,
1973 ). The Information Exchange Procedures then "defines
the conven-
tions by which data are to be aggregated and arrayed for
exchange among
those institutions and agencies desiring to exchange such
data" (WICHE,
1973 , p. 7).
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Information . There are implications from Saupe's (1975) definition
iristi tut ional research as a function
. . . which develops informa-
tion" (p. 300). Balderston (197*0, Hefferlin and Phillips (1971), and
Sibley (1975) make a clear distinction between data and information.
Balderston (l9T*+) asserts:
Information is a set of elements needed for a current or future
decision. Raw data always need to be aggregated, transformed,
interpreted, and appropriately conveyed to serve as information
for a decision. (p. 231)
Hefferlin and Phillips (1971) make the following distinction:
Data are not information
. Data have information potential, but
they do not by themselves constitute information. The recipient
alone decides if a bit of data is information by deciding if it
is relevant to his needs. Unless it informs, unless it changes
his knowledge and ideas, it is not information. Higher education
suffers from a plethora of data systems and a paucity of informa-
tion systems. (pp. 6-7)
Sibley (1975) takes a different slant: "'Information' is not a thing in
itself, not an absolute; it is context-bound, and the context always
includes reference to the question: What are we to do ?" (p. lU).
What kinds of information are needed? Many have attempted to
answer this question (cf. Astin, 1970; Balderston, 197*+; Jones, 1970;
Lawrence, 1970; Perry, 1972; Sibley, 1975). Information is needed at
various levels for daily operation, control, planning and management
decisions; for inter-institutional comparisons and studies; and for
reporting to state and federal agencies (Jones, 1970; Lawrence, 1970).
Information on student inputs and outputs, educational programs
(including quality of), effectiveness, efficiency, and cost are needed
(Astin, I97O; Balderston, 197*+; Perry, 1972). Sibley (1975)
also adds
that as changes occur there will be need for ' information
of a non
logical, non-mathematical type" (p. ih) . He does not elaborate on this
but does say that "our inodes of university governance, our decision-
making styles and structures, and our 'information systems,' all change
together" (p. 15).
In order for the institutional researcher to be more effective in
providing information for decision making, Sheehan (l9Tl) stresses a
successful anticipation of information required to provide the best
information without limiting the judgment of the decision makers. In-
formation must be organized, structured and relevant if it is to be
used (Panos and Astin, 196T ; Robinson, I96T ) • To make sure that
relevant data are reported, Bluhm (l9Tl) asserts that the researcher
should first understand the decision-making process at the institution.
What are the requirements for effective information? Drucker
( 1973 ) responds that it is always specific, conveys specific data and
the fewer the data, the better the information. He also says that an
overload of information "does not enrich, but impoverishes" (p. ^488 ).
Ford ( 1971 ) made a statement about what good information can do:
Good information can accurately reflect the needs and wishes of
the students. Good information can project the consequences of
courses of action taken in response to the demands and require-
ments of the faculty, the public, and the statutes. Good informa-
tion can provide an accurate assessment of the capabilities of the
resources available to the institution. In short, good information^
can and ought to provide empirical data where much too often
sponsor's logic has prevailed in the past. (p. 7^)
Evaluation . Suslow (l97l) stresses assessment and evaluation in
his statement of purpose of institutional research. In Saupe's (1975)
definition he says that information is needed at all points
including the
evaluation part of the cycle. Also many of the definitions
state that
data should oe provided to facilitate decision making;. Nyre (1977)
especially stresses that "information being collected and codified by
institutional research offices should be of an evaluative nature, or at
least be of evaluative use" (p. 2 ). Sagen (19TM reiterates this, "To
cope with the complexity of external demands and internal needs, colleges
and universities must exploit the potential of systematic evaluation"
( p . 69 )
.
The office of institutional research should be concerned with two
types of evaluation: evaluation of various parts of the institution
and evaluation of itself. Much of what has already been said has dealt
indirectly with evaluation of the institution. Wherever institutional
research is performed so is evaluation (Montgomery, I96U). Hopkins
(I96U) sees the evaluation of the institution as potentially its most
important role if "the proper internal climate is established" (p. Hi),
there is confidence in institutional research, it has a reputation for
quality, and there is involvement of faculty and administration in the
evaluation process. Once a program of evaluation is begun "the net
result is a continuing process of renewal" (Hayward, 1970, p. 2H), and
this becomes a critically important role (Kugler, 1972). Without spend-
ing a "significant portion of its time and effort" in evaluating
prograjTis "within its limited capacity and resources (p. 2), Suslow
( 1971 ) thinks that institutional research will fail. This means,
however,
that the institutional researcher must know and use evaluation systems
that are reliable and logical (Heldman, 1971), and "learn how to evalu-
ate effectively but unthreateningly" (Larkin, 1972, p. lOO).
In 1972, Testerman, Blackmon, and. Mosier stated that they knew ol‘
no institutional research office with a special conmiittee to evaluate
the Office of Institutional Research other than in a self-study pro.ject.
Bogard (1972) and Drucker (1973) also agree that it is very uncormnon to
find a research office that knows what it has contributed to the insti-
tution or even asks the question, ''^or years James Montgomery (l96h,
1967
,
1970 ) has been advocating some kind of evaluation of the office
of institutional research. Some means that he has suggested are
surveying "faculty attitudes towards institutional research," keeping
a record of actions taken on institutional research reports, and "some
evaluation of the extent to which our findings are getting across to
faculty and administration" (Montgomery, 1967, P- 7; 1970). McGannon
( 1970 ) has also stated the importance of knowing the extent to which the
products of institutional research are put to use. Hoskins (1975) lists
the following points to be considered when evaluating institutional
research
:
1 . Significance of problems (in proportion to resources used).
2. Content (is the right work being done correctly?)
3 . Timeliness (are results available for the purpose intended?)
1+. Acceptability (do users seek OIR output?)
5 , Ob.1 ectivity (are results based on observable
methods and
verifiable facts?
)
5 . Credibility (are results accepted as reasonably
objective?)
And finally. Value— in light of all factors do the results
Justify
the resources used to obtain them? (p. 8)
Self-study . Many times people confuse the concepts
of institutional
research and self-study. Dressel has had much to say on self-study and
its relationship to institutional research. He says: " Sel f-study
connotes compilation of data and thorough consideration by those directly
associated with an institution (possibly with the assistance of one or
more consultants) ..." (Dressel and Associates, I96I; p. xiv). The
self-study committee is composed of faculty, students, administrators
and even alumni, either directly or indirectly (Blulim, 1971).
How does self-study differ from institutional research? Dressel
neatly gives three distinctions:
An office of institutional research is a continuing operation with
permanent personnel, whereas a self-study is limited in time and
carried out on an ad hoc basis; an office of institutional research
is typically charged with continuing study of a wide range of
problems, whereas a self-study is focused on a particular set of
problems; and an office of institutional research is concerned
primarily with pointing up and analyzing problems through data
collections and studies whereas a self-study is initiated to
resolve these problems through proposing new policies or structures.
(Dressel and Associates, 1971, p- 291)
Institutional research can help the self-study committee. Much ol
the data collected, studies conducted, and reports written are avail-
able to the committee. New or further studies can be requested; opinion
surveys can be written; comparable data from other institutions or state
or national data can be made available as well. Thus, institutional
research and the self-study committee are interacting and supporting
groups (Dressel and Associates, I96I, 1971 )•
Role of Institutional Research in Administration
The Relationship of Institutional Research to Administration
One of the most complicated organizations is the modern
American
university (Dressel, Johnson, and Marcus, 1970). Its management
generally is not any different from that of any enterprise including
such things as setting goals, allocating resources, formulating policies,
operating the institution. Sheehan (l9T2b) says,
VHiat sets it apart is university organizational structure, tradi-
tions of concensus-seeking decision making, academic freedom and
institutional autonomy and the difficulties in quantifying the
benefits of the educational process. (p. 39)
Recognizing the fact that the effectiveness of the decision making
process depends much on the efforts of others as well as on being a
rational process, Drucker (1973) contends that it will be more effec-
tive if "it is rational, organized, and based on knowledge, not
prophesy" (p. 129). And when does rational decision making exist?
Shotzberger (1972) responds:
. . . when the following conditions exist:
1. All information is available
2. A complete codifying ability is available
3. There is a full ability to foresee all possible choices
h. There is a full ability to evaluate all possible choices
5. There is a full ability to foresee all consequences
6. There is a full ability and control over all necessary
resources. (p. l8)
John Dale Russell (1967) defines a decision as a mental, rational
act performed by an individual. Many times decisions are made on the
basis of individual values and ambitions rather than on the basis of
careful study (Dressel, 1970b; Dressel and Associates, 1971). Admin-
istrators do not perceive the need for real research (Draine, 1970).
They think they know the answers and where to get the information they
need, but they do not have the time to get answers to the real questions
and do not see institutional research in the role either (Bolman, 1970b;
Drains, 1970). "Be prepared for a long, slow process of initiation and
of education of the academic administrator into the potential of insti-
tutional research," says McGannon (1970, p. l 6l). Personal contact
between the institutional researcher and administrators is very impor-
tant; it stimulates use of institutional research by the administrators
and, from this, an attitude of confidence in its results (Oilmour,
1976 ; Glenny, 1971; Martin, 1975; McGannon, 1970). Let administrators
know how institutional research can help them and that the institutional
researcher is only offering "staff assistance to the line officers" so
that they will not be threatened (Dressel and Associates, 1971; Grout,
196i+; McGannon, 1970, p. 161 ).
The analytical work of institutional research is "no substitute
for debate or for judgment" (Hoskins, 1975, P* 7)» It facilitates
decision making, even to the highest levels (Bolman, 1970a; Dressel and
Associates, 1971; Halfter and Stout, 1965; Rourke and Brooks, 1966 ),
by providing reliable information (Cavanaugh, 196U; Martin, 1975;
Sheehan, 1971). Decisions about educational programs, funding, direc-
tion of education must be based on research, and research done by
institutional research (Perry, 1972). Bolman (1970a) asserts,
"Management information systems developed by IR can be a powerful tool
in the administrative decision-making process" (p. 2). This is the
purpose of NCHEMS' Planning and Management System. It even requires
explicit commitment from the top before the system can be further
implemented (Huff and Manning, 1972; WICHE, 1969a). The extent to
which data produced by institutional research are used
determines the
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effectiveness of institutional research (Kirks, I968 ).
The importance of institutional research as an organizational
function relies on the style of the administrator and the administrative
environment of the institution (Doi, I96U; Grout, I96 I4 ). Many times
it will function according to the dictates of the philosophy and per-
sonality of the president of the institution (Stecklein, 1970). However,
there axe differences in the roles of administrators and researchers;
the researcher may shape policy and influence decisions, but he/she is
not a policy maker nor a decision maker (Draine, 1970; Grout, I96U);
the institutional researcher is not an administrator, but neither is the
administrator a researcher; the researcher studies and evaluates but
does not determine and decide (Suslow, 1972); both the administrator and
the researcher use methodologies but their purposes are different—the
researcher uses a methodology as a tool for exploration but at times
the administrator uses it not as a tool, but as a weapon (Suslow, 1975)-
Rourke and Brooks ( 1966 ) see institutional research as "an arm
of academic administration" (p. 65 ), and Thomas Mason ( 1967 ) concurs
with this view. In Martin's study (1975) > he found that administrators
themselves felt that the office of institutional research should be
closely linked with the president's office to have a great impact on
decision making. In Draine 's study (1970), administrators wanted
research to answer more immediate problems for themselves. But
Ikenberry (1970) cautions against researchers allowing themselves to
be .used chiefly for short-range solutions since then they might
destroy
their long-term effectiveness. He also warns against continually
doing
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research to validate decisions of the administration since this would
tend to alienate faculty, and institutional research should be equally
available to administration and faculty—bringing them together through
the flow of information (Birch, 1970; Severance, I968 ).
Many warn against close identification of the office of institu-
tional research with the administration. This is especially true in
regard to policy making and implementation (cf. Stecklein, 1970;
Suslow, 1972; Wedekind, I96U). Freedom from a close identification
with administration leaves the institutional researcher free to do
other kinds of research, find new information, recognize new problems,
remain objective (Stecklein, 1970). If institutional research has an
administrative image then its acceptability by the academic segment
will be lessened (Wedekind, I96U). Freed (1971) does not agree with
this point of view. He sees institutional research as an administra-
tive function with the researcher as part of the administrative team
but at the same time gaining the cooperation of all. The Carnegie
Commission (1972) believes that the office of institutional research
should be involved in decision making and long-range planning. As
regards decision making, it stated:
... we also believe that the office of institutional research
should be directly involved in the decision-making process,
particularly as it relates to the annual process of budget prep-
aration and to decisions relating to the initiation, expansion,
or cutting back of programs. If it is not involved in the decisiou
making process, it is likely to undertake types of research that
are unrelated to problems facing the administration or are
unrealistic in relation to what can actually be accomplished.
(p. 161 )
There are varying uses of institutional research by
administrators.
statistical data
Some of the kinds of information needed by them are
relating to the problems being considered, summaries of opinions
(Russell, 1967 ); ways of measuring costs, the effectiveness of educa-
tional processes and their benefits (Mason, 1970 ); space utilization,
and impact of the institution (Hefferlin and Phillips, 1971 ). Bogard
( 1972 ) has listed three ways in which the administration, especially
college presidents, use institutional research: to maintain fact books
on the operation of the institution, to answer the questionnaires
which are sent to the campus, and to provide information for others.
Some administrators do not use the information themselves but just pay
"lip service" to the existence of institutional research.
There are some who believe that the office of institutional research
should also study the administration (Bolman, 1970b; Brumbaugh, I96O;
Buchen, 1975)* Bolman ( 1970b) states that if there is a need to do
research on all areas of effectiveness in instruction then there should
also be a need for "constant reexamination of all aspects of manage-
ment" (p. 18 ). Buchen (1975) thinks that not to study the administra-
tion is
. . . a serious sin of organizational omission, for no study of the
internal workings of an organizational [ sic ]
,
which fails to
identify and to define the structure and especially the changing
structure within which that organization functions, is reliable,
(p. 27)
In his book. Research Designed to Improve Institutions of Higher
Learning
,
Brimibaugh (i960 ) advocates studying the administration to
appraise its effectiveness:
Several projects for administrative research can be listed:
A study of the controlling philosophy of the administration
l4l
is one. . . .
Organization is another phase of administration that calls
for special study.
. . . Any study of organization must determine
how clearly functions are defined, in whom authority for the per-
formance of the various functions is vested, how administrative
activities are coordinated, and how various interests are repre-
sented.
Organization of graduate programs and of research is another
question that is often troublesome
. . .
Closely related to the allocation of functions and authority
is the competence of the administrative personnel to perform
assigned fimctions. This is a particularly difficult type of
study to make because of the sensitivities involved. . . .
The rules and regulations governing personnel also need to
be studied. . . .
... A high priority might be given to the study of records
and reports for the purpose of determining their adequacy, their
completeness, as well as the form in which they are kept. . . .
(pp. 17-19)
Place of Institutional Research in the Institution
There are many factors affecting the placement of institutional
research in the organization: the peculiarities of the specific
institution (Montgomery, 1970; Sheehan and Torrence, 1975); the needs
of the administrator to whom the researcher reports (Rourke and Brooks,
1966); the problem areas emphasized (Montgomery, 1970); "the administra-
tive philosophy of the institution," the perceived importance of
institutional research; the extent of its function (Bluhm, 1971, P- 179).
However, Sheehan and Torrence (1975) do add that it should be placed
where it will "best meet the purpose of the institution" (p. •+).
Proximity is seen as an important factor by Gilmour (1976) in the
effectiveness of institutional research:
Decision makers who are in close proximity to their institutional
researchers are more likely to use them. Institutional researchers
who have easy access to the decision makers they support are
more
likely to have an impact on the decision-making process. (p. 99)
The autonomy of the office is seen as important by
Sheehan (1972b),
Sheehan and Torrence (1975), and Suslow (1972). This is because of the
middle position institutional research occupies between administration
and the day-to-day workings of the institution (Suslow, 1975). Auton-
omy is also needed to have maximum impact over a period of time,
maintain credibility in its research, and remain independent from
special interests (Sheehan, 1972b; Sheehan and Torrence, 1975).
Many actually place institutional research in or under the
President's or a Vice-President's office (cf. Freed, 1971; Gubasta,
1976 ; Ikenberry, 1970; Kirks, I968 ; Rourke and Brooks, I966 ; Sheehan,
1972b; Suslow, 1972 ). To insure more influence on policy, Rourke and
Brooks ( 1966 ) advocate close proximity to the President's office. To
"have direct access to all information which it deems necessary to
fulfill its responsibilities" is the reason Freed (1971, p. 17^) places
the research office under the President, Administrative Vice-President
or dean of a college.
Stecklein (1970) agrees that these are usually the people to whom
institutional researchers are accountable, but he does not think that
location of the Office of Institutional Research in the Office of the
President is good since it can lead to different kinds of responsibility
for the researcher other than research. Dressel would not want it
located in the office of the vice-president for business affairs since
this would remove it from the academic part of the institution (Dressel
and Associates, 1971). Ikenberry (1970) would rather see institutional
research located at the level of the academic department since
that is
where it is most evident that the institution is a
professional organiza-
tion; at the other level it is being placed in the most bureaucratic
and production oriented part of the institution.
Dressel (Dressel axid Associates, 1971) and Sheehan and Torrence
(1975) believe that placement of the office of institutional research
depends on its emphasis. If emphasis is x^laced on management related
studies and activities and the budget, it should report to the Presi-
dent's office—then some influence on the academic programs of the
institution is still possible (Dressel and Associates, 1971; Sheehan and
Torrence, 1975). If emphasis is on studies of operation, especially
academic operations such as studies on students, faculty, curriculum,
teaching, the institutional research office should be placed under the
provost or vice-president for academic affairs. In this position it
can be an all-university office serving all and having access to all the
data it needs (Dressel and Associates, 1971; Sheehan and Torrence, 1975).
Dressel adds another alternative, that of making the director of insti-
tutional research a vice-president for planning and institutional
studies. In this way all units of the university can be of assistance,
and it may also be possible to place researchers in various strategic
offices of the institution to be coordinated by this vice-president
(Dressel and Associates, 1971)* 1*^ this case though, the institutional
research office is an administrative office. Stecklein (1970) is very
much opposed to having the director a vice-president.
Thus, although placement of the office of institutional research
depends on many factors within the institution and, as in the
definition
of institutional research, there is no one place designated by
all, in
the majority of places the research office is accountable to the
president or one of the vice-presidents.
Some Functions of Institutional Research
Dressel says that there are three major topics with which institu-
tional research is concerned: environment of the institution, processes
and operations of the institution, and outcomes of the institution
(Dressel and Associates, 1971 ). These functions or topics fit neatly
into an input-output analysis of higher education, where the environ-
ment is the input which then goes through, and is acted upon by, the
processes and operations of the institution and result in the output,
or the outcomes, achieved. These are the major topics around which
this author has decided to organize the rest of this Chapter.
Some of the Functions of Institutional Research Dealing with Environment
The first question ought to be: What makes up the environment of
an institution of higher education? It is really a combination of
things. Dressel says that it is a combination of "philosophical
commitments, physical facilities, and interactions and values of the
individuals and groups using these facilities" (Dressel and Associates,
1971, p. 31). Studying the environment is also seen as an important
area of concern for researchers by Bolman ( 1970a), Hull (1968), P. Lyons
(1973), Micek and Wallhaus ( 1973 ) as well as by Dressel and Associates
(1971) and others.
Goals. The "philosophical commitments" of which Dressel speaks
really come from the goals of the institution, and these are
many
(WICHE, 1969b). There is a great need for institutional goals,
objectives, statements of purpose to be clearly defined (Dressel and
Associates, 196I; Flint, 1975; Sagen, 197^; Shirley, 1975; WICHE,
1969b), since these determine the "broad, value-oriented purposes of
higher education" and help to define the "relationship between the
organization and its environment" (Lawrence and Gulko, 1971, p. >47 ;
Willsey, 1968, p. 111 ). Therefore, goals and objectives need to be
operational and measurable (Dyer, I966 ; Flint, 1975). In order to
study outcomes, Micek and Arney (1973) and Micek and Wallhaus (1973)
stressed the importance of translating goals into measurable terms.
Huff and Manning (1972) emphasize that these objectives be made known,
"If an institution knows its objectives, it can define a course of
action for the years to come" (p. 17), and Coleman (1972) calls for
internal consistency thoughout. This does not only hold for the
institution as a whole but also for each of its parts (Dressel, 1970a;
Dressel and Dietrich, 1967; Martin, 1975)* Even the office of insti-
tutional research should have an "office prospectus outlining its goals
and objectives for the year" (Martin, 1975, P- 319).
The office of institutional research must try to communicate the
goals and objectives of the institution and how they are being achieved
(Sutton, 1973 ). The degree to which they are achieved is a measure of
the institution's success (Coleman, 1972). Lawrence (1970) and Rourke
and Brooks (I966 ) believe in subordinating concerns to the achievement
of goals and objectives, and responding to questions within the context
of the goals and objectives of the overall institution. In any type of
appraisal, evaluation, discussion of organizational performance,
knowledge and assessment of goals is necessary (Willsey, I 968 ).
Even though many believe in the importance of goals and objectives
to the organization, little has been done to study or analyze them,
and this is seen as desirable by some researchers (cf. Brumbaugii,
I96O; Flint, 1975; Harshman, 1975). In a study conducted by Harshman
( 1975 ) j he found that there are basically five approaches to the study
of goals
.
!• Priorities
. This approach is based on importance—the rank ordering
of goals in some fashion, and is used to analyze the hierarchy of
goals
.
2. Divergence/Discrepancy . This approach is based on the difference
between the respondent's perceptions of how important each goal
appears to be now and how important he/she thinks each should be;
thus, indicating the discrepancies which need to be eliminated.
3 . Congruence . This approach is similar to divergence/discrepancy
but it describes the "relationship between two patterns of goals
(priorities)" (p. 329).
1+
.
Consensus . This approach is concerned with "the extent of agreement
among respondents about importance but independent of the level of
importance" (p. 330).
5 . Resource Allocation . This approach tries to "create values for
decisions about resource allocation" by "combining the values for
priority and discrepancy" (p. 330). This is done by adding the
discrepancy score for a goal and its preferred mean. This approach
is not widely used.
Shirley (1975) advocates using the Institutional Goals Inventory (IGI)
put out by Educational Testing Service. He states, "The results of IGI
should be extremely useful to an institution in setting priorities for
action and determining areas of emphasis" (p. 360). In any case, a
study of goals is not beyond the scope of institutional research.
Interactions . The environment of the institution is also deter-
mined to a great extent by the interactions of various groups on campus.
These interactions take place during many activities: academic,
cultural, athletic, social, political. It is not an easy dynamic to
study but is important in seeing "how they influence the development
and support of the institution" (Dressel and Associates, 1971, p. ^6).
The resources of the institution include finances, the physical plant
and human resources. Of these the most important are the human
resources. This is evidenced in the education of the students. They
learn from the entire personnel of the institution— from all their
contacts (Dressel and Associates, 1961).
One of the most important factors in studying interactions is
participation in campus governance and decision making (Dressel and
Pratt, 1971 ). This can be seen at one level through an organization
chart and through exploring "how various elements in this structure
operate and interrelate in policy-making, interpretation of policy,
and policy enforcement" (Dressel and Associates, 1971, P- ^7)- Usually
consensus is the basis on which faculty and students resolve problems,
deal with policy formulation, and, if they are involved in policy lormu-
lation, it is through the committee structure. Occasional studies of
the committee structure are also a possibility in determining the
involvement of faculty and students in the governance of the institu-
tion. An examination of the patterns of influence of individuals or
offices within the institution is also another approach (Dressel and
Associates, 1971 ). When Dressel and Dietrich did a study of depart-
ments within a university in 1967, some of the topics they considered
were: interaction of various personnel, committee structure and
functions, participation of members, communications, interpretations
of policies, involvement in college planning. These were all considered
as effecting the environment of the department. Sometimes the partici-
pation or involvement is not direct; some faculty and students feel
that if there is an opportunity to make their suggestions and views
heard and considered, then that is enough participation (Dressel and
Associates, I961).
Another method of studying interactions is to study communications.
This may be the root of many problems (Dressel and Associates, 1971 ).
This is probably "one of the weakest elements in exploiting human
resources" (Dressel and Associates, I96I, p. U06). The importance of
communications does not depend on level in the institution. If clerical
personnel as well as custodial and maintenance personnel are informed
of the purposes and policies of the institution, the reasons for any
changes, the significance of their role, they will have a more positive
attitude toward their jobs as well as toward their contribution to the
institution (Dressel and Associates, I961).
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There are other interactions, such as those between and amonp;
subcultures in campus housing. However, this does overlap with some
of the Student Affairs areas and are not always seen as in the domain
of institutional research.
Physical facilities . When considering physical facilities there
are two avenues to examine. One is appearance and the other is use.
Dahnke
,
Jones, Mason, and Romney (1970) have commented on these:
Consideration of aesthetics and quality of the academic environ-
ment are equal (or exceed) in importance to those considerations
limited to the determination of the quantities of space required.
As of now, there are no satisfactory ways to measure quality or
appropriateness of the environment. It is more a matter of
individual perception than of fact. . . . Decisions regarding
them are strictly subjective judgments which must be made at the
institutional level. (l, 3.0, p. l8)
The attractiveness of the facilities and grounds in many ways reflect
the institution's concern for aesthetic values (Dressel and Associates,
1971). In i960 Brumbaugh was saying that there should be "studies
focused on architectural designs that embody harmony and beauty, yet
make for maximum efficiency and adaptability" (p. 16). There are now
campus models which suggest how the various buildings could be arranged
in order to "facilitate movement, create a strong educational environ-
ment, and encourage a community spirit" (Dressel and Associates, 1971,
p. 1+U). The physical facilities of the institution should serve the
educational purposes of the institution and be developed with the
working conditions of students and faculty in mind (Brumbaugh, I96O;
Dressel and Associates, I961). Studies, such as the above, are
desirable but, unfortunately, as seen in the quote by Dahnke et al.,
are not usually ones conducted by the office of institutional research.
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More often any studies on physical facilities are of the S[3ace analysis
type.
Space utilization is an important topic of study. In I961, Dressei
stated:
Inefficient use of space not only reduces the number of students
accommodated and the possible income from student fees but also
creates an unnecessarily high maintenance cost relative to the
number of students served.
However
,
the usual indices of classroom and student station
utilization are useless unless reviewed in reference to the nature
of the space and the educational objectives. (Dressei and
Associates, I96I, p. U05)
Brumbaugh (I960) declared that data from institutional studies which
were carefully organized were needed for both efficient space utiliza-
tion and for establishing priorities for any new construction being
considered. Dressei and Pratt (l9Tl) have said that the best single
work on the subject of space analysis is NCHEMS* Space Analysis Manuals .
The objective of this work was to assemble a series of manuals, or
methods, for "evaluating the current capacity of building facilities,
managing the use of space, and projecting building space requirements"
(Dahnke et al.
,
1970
,
I, 3 . 0
,
p. I6).
NCHEMS' Space Analysis Manuals (Dahnke et al., 1970 ) contain
techniques and methodologies for analyzing the space utilization of
instructional facilities, offices, libraries and research facilities,
service and support facilities, and special types of institutional
facilities. They do not represent all the answers to space analysis,
but serve as a guide. A reminder is levied:
Above all the user must keep facilities planning in perspective
and in its proper context. Facilities planning must be recognized
as an outgrowth of academic or program planning and the techniques
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presented in these materials must be used with that point in mind.
. . . these techniques are confined to dealing with quantita-
tive aspects of the evaluation and projection processes. The all-
irnportant qualitative evaluations and decisions rest solely on the
subjective Judgment of the user. (Oahnke et al., 1970, I, 3.0,
p. 22)
The Regional Design Committee of WICHE (1969b) suggested gaining
facilities data by looking at: assigned space by functions, types of
use, intensity of use, projections of need, unit and total cost of
construction, maintenance cost, and convert ability indicators. When
Dressel and Dietrich did their study of departments in 196?, the items
studied under "Physical Facilities" were: adequacy of space, lighting,
heating', convenience of location; privacy of offices; equipment. There
are many variables to be considered in doing any kind of space analysis.
Some of the Functions of Institutional Research Dealing with Processes
and Operations
Processes and operations include all activities which are carried
on in an institution of higher education as defined by Dressel (Dressel
and Associates, 1971). These include student personnel services, cost
studies, currciulum and instruction, student achievement, faculty
analysis. J. Lyons (19T6) lists these as "course data, facilities
data, financial data, staff data, and student data" (p. 3). Ikenberry
( 1967 ) has said:
If one were to walk on to most college and university campuses
today and ask which office within the complex structure might
be expected to carry out studies of student characteristics,
faculty characteristics, studies of space utilization and facil-
ities planning, financial analysis, or curriculum, he would
probably be directed to the office of institutional research.
(pp. 42-^3)
Therefore, institutional research must be centered around the study
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and analysis of processes and operations (Lelong and Mann, I968; [3uslow,
1972). Some of the variables considered will be seen differently
depending on purpose. They may be descriptive, criteria for effective-
ness or efficiency, or may be seen as results of a process.
Student personnel services
. According to Dressel, some of these
services are: Admissions, Records, Financial Aid, Placement, Testing
and Counseling, Health Services, Student Activities, Athletics,
Residence Hall Activities (Dressel and Associates, 1971). There are
several problems with institutional research doing studies in this
area: some of these service offices may conduct their own studies on
a regular basis; student records are not always compatible from one
office to another; confidentiality is an issue; records may not be
maintained; also, these are the "domain" of Student Affairs. Some of
these areas have cooperated in studies conducted by the office of
institutional research.
Much work has been done with the admissions office (cf. Dressel
and Pratt, 1971; Fincher, I968; Lins, 1968b; J. Miller, 1968). One
topic of great concern is enrollment projections. In 1968(b) Lins
spoke at length on Just this topic and has several important points to
make: the enrollment projection must be campus based; it cannot be
based solely on statistical data since many other factors effect
enrollment; its validity and reliability are related to size of popula-
tion and length of projection period. He also noted, "There are four
methods in use for making enrollment projections: (l) curve fitting,
(2) ratio, (3) cohort-survival, and (U) correlation analysis
sometimes
a combination of these is the best technique (p. 11+6). Steele ( 1977 )
uses surveys of student intentions to project enrollments. In this
way, he feels he can anticipate the effects of new variables. Various
other strategies are discussed by Norris (19T6). Related to projections
is the retention of students and the attrition rate: Why do students
leave? How many are dismissed on academic grounds? These questions
also revert back to the admissions office. Lenning and Cooper (1977)
are presently working on a new NCHEMS project: Better Information for
Student Choice of College. If students make better college choices
then this can also help colleges and universities:
For example, happier and more satisfied students might be expected
to lead to higher student body morale, lower attrition, and more
positive reports to friends back in high school and to relatives,
which should also affect recruitment. (p. lU)
There are other types of studies in conjunction with the admissions
office that are suggested: student mix (especially for affirmative
action reports); transfer students—their problems and the problems
they cause; information from the admissions office—what is wanted by
prospective students, what is needed, how effective is it; reputation
or "image" of the institution; role of national testing agencies in the
admissions process; the selection process of the admissions office;
how admissions policies and decisions are made (Fincher, 1968 ).
Curriculum and instruction . Curriculum and instruction are very
important areas of study and yet rather sensitive areas since they are
seen as the domain of the faculty (Dressel and Associates, 1971)* Iri
1966
,
Rourke and Brooks were saying that the only way institutional
research can justify itself is "through its contribution to the choices
a university must make about its academic development" (p. 67).
Bolman (l9T 0b) assertained that institutional research should stress
the interconnectedness of governance and the learning process. This
was also stressed by Wise and Sterns ( 197 ^+) who said, "Institutional
research could well play in important role in improving the much
neglected area of curriculum evaluation and management which is probably
the area where higher education is least accountable" (p. 58). But
to do this a wide variety of information and some sort of standards
are needed. Centra (1965) lists some of the difficulties in studying
curriculum: "it is difficult to see as a whole"; it is difficult "to
examine for quality, efficiency, or propriety"; tradition and loyalities
are often protective of it (p. i+ 5 ). Both Ikenberry (1967) and
Montgomery (1967) have reiterated this need for studying the instruc-
tional process and the learning environment.
In 1967 Glassburner indicated that institutional research could
help in the improvement of instruction:
Research is an essential ingredient of any systematic effort to
improve instruction, and Institutional Research has a significant
potential contribution to make this effort, playing three
essential roles in the instructional process. First, the improve-
ment of instruction is a complex problem, calling for the
systematic problem-solving procedures which characterize good
research. There is need for the trained researcher's skill in
identifying problems and in formulating and testing hypotheses.
Second, improvement means change in what the teacher does; that
is, it is change in the teacher's behavior. . . . And thirdly,
research lends respectability to educational experimentation and
innovation, (p. 133 )
There are many kinds of interrelationships and interdependencies that
must be considered (Wise and Sterns, 197 ^+)- There may be implications
for finance, personnel and for the organization when the educational
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program is reviewed (Dressel and Associates, I961).
Evaluation of curriculum is necessary and inevitable for any
institution (Centra, 1965 ; Dressel and Associates, I961). One way of
doing this is by "collecting data on student achievement, attitudes and
impressions" (Centra, I965, p. U8 ). Many times administrators and
faculty evaluate by numbers—number of coui'ses
,
number of programs
,
number of students—rather than on the development of the student's
intellect and character (Dressel and Associates, 1971 )* Lawrence and
Gulko (1971) defined evaluation as "determining the extent to which an
organization accomplishes what it has set out to do," that is, measuring
the real against the intended (p. ^9 ). Essentially, this is what
Brumbaugh (i960) was saying when he suggested studying the educational
programs against their objectives.
Centra (1965) gave some good suggestions as to how to study courses
and some questions to ask—ways of identifying course proliferation and
those of declining demand:
1 . A comprehensive analysis of catalog course descriptions.
2 . A comparison of textbooks required for each course.
3. A comparison, for each of the past several years, of courses
listed with those actually taught. (p. U 6 )
He also listed some questions on program of courses:
1 . Do electives give breadth to the student's program or merely
allow more specialization?
2 . What proportion of lower level and upper level courses are
taken by students?
3. What is the nature of the student's major? What proportion
of the total hours does it consume? What use does it make
of related areas? (p. ^7 )
This author would like to point out that all of the above questions
can
be easily answered by setting up an Induced Course Load Matrix
using
only the Student Data Module of the NCHEMS Management Information
System (Lawrence, 1973). Another suggestion made by Centra (1965) was
to classify courses as: service courses, general or liberal education
courses, courses for majors, highly specialized courses (because of a
special interest of a certain faculty member). He believes that this
classification may make it easier to study the curriculuia.
In Dressel and Dietrich's I967 study of departments, they outlined
various steps in studying curriculum and Instruction. For studying
the curricluum of a department the following were considered:
. . . numbers and level of courses and credits
. . . balance between general and specialized offerings
. . . recognition of service and liberal-education obligations,
and cooperation with other departments in fulfilling them
. . . relation of curriculum to student demands and to faculty
qualifications
. . . relation of courses to courses and programs in other depart-
ments
. . . relation between graduate and undergraduate courses
. . . views about and approaches to curriculum revision. (p. 33)
They considered under instruction both basic statistics and organization
of instruction. Basic statistics included: ". . . size of course
enrollments, . . . course repetition and section size, . . . variation
in course enrollments from quarter to quarter, . . . grade distributions"
(p. 33). These were for both graduate and undergraduate courses over
the past five years. Considered under organization of instruction were:
. . .
undergraduate instruction models [for lower division courses
and for upper division courses]
. . .
experimentation with changes in instructional models
. . .
supervision of courses in which teaching or lab assistants
are used
. . .
definitions of course objectives and content
. . .
examination procedures and grading practices
. . .
honors instruction
. . .
remedial instruction
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. .
.
placement examinations. (pp. 33- 3 I4 )
Many of these same variables are suggested for study by the WICHE
Regional Design Committee ( 1969b). They also have some additional
variables, such as; student credit hours; weekly contact hours of
faculty and class preparation per contact hour; full-time equivalent
students. There can also be studies of research programs and external
service programs, consortia (WICHE, 1969b; Dressel and Associates, 1971 ).
Cost studies . Cost studies are of utmost importance in this time
of diminishing resources. Douglas Collier made the following statement
in 197^+:
. . . the financial information used in the conduct of higher
education planning and management has changed. Today there is
widespread interest in costs and program information and there
are requirements for more detailed information about almost
every aspect of the institution's operations
—
past, present, and
future. . . .
As a result, planners at all levels now are asking for
financial data that can be related to nonfinancial data, financial
data that can be related as closely as possible to the questions
decision makers will be asking (which generally are structured
around the objectives and outputs of education), and financial
data that can be understood and used by persons unfamiliar with
the details of any particular institution's operations. (p. 5)
Even in I96O, Brumbaugh was calling for "studies designed to provide
financial data related either to an institution's present operation
or its future development" (p. 19)- These were put into four categories
sources, uses, needed additional funds, and future sources of funds.
Any studies involving cost conducted by the institutional research
office will necessitate cooperation with the business office (Dressel
and Associates, 1971)- Romney and Manning (197^) made a distinction
between costing and budgeting:
" costing is concerned with the develop-
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raent of historical or actual costs, whereas bud^retinK refers to
estimates of future costs" (p. 56). Much effort has been expended in
these areas to try to systematize them and utilize some of the concepts
of management developed in private industry and in government (Dressel
and Pratt, I971).
In a cost study, the interpretations of the purposes of the
institution are reflected in dollars and cents and, ideally, expenditures
on instruction, research, and library are maximized and those on
administration, plant operations and maintenance minimized (Dressel and
Associates, I961). "There exists [ sic ] more detailed hard data about
finance than about any other aspect of higher education
. .
.
[but] in
its usual form it is relatively useless for effective long-range decision
making" (Cavanaugh, 1971
, p. 79 ). Therefore, institutional research
can be seen as the interface between the business side of administration
and the academic staff—a more supportive or secondary role (Cavanaugh,
1971 ; J. Miller, I968). There are some basic indices which help in
doing a cost study: one is the income and expenditure per student;
another is a comparison with similar institutions as to costs, faculty
salaries, load, tenure specifications (Dressel and Associations, I96I,
1971).
There are many isolated pieces of cost which have been the subjects
of institutional research studies: salaries, supplies, equipment,
travel expenditures, computer needs, tuition and fees, administrative
service costs, maintenance costs, facilities, space utilization,
research costs (Dressel and Associates, 1971 i Dressel and Dietrich,
196t). Dressel (1968) suggests looking at who pays for higher educa-
tion. He sees as sources: students, individual donors, foundation
grants, churches, business and industry, government at all levels.
Besides the evident sources of income, Dressel goes on to mention
some other kinds of payment for education which should be considered,
such as services and tax exemptions.
The researcher can contribute to the budgetary consideration in
other ways: by putting budget data in a more usable form, preparing
budget histories, making cost estimates for new programs (Cavanaugh,
1971 )• Also connected to budget is resource allocation, but for wise
resource allocation alternatives need to be known. Then a good choice
economically can be made which will at the same time maximize the
achievement of goals (Gulko, 1972 ; WICHE, 1969b). In order to do this,
Micek and Wallhaus ( 1973 ) said that budgeting needs to be complemented
by outcomes measures.
"The purpose of NCHEMS," according to Lawrence and Gulko (1971)5
"is to promote the development of various aids to more knowledgeable
resource allocation within institutions and agencies of higher educa-
tion" (p. i+9 ). Therefore, NCHEMS seems to have developed a significant
number of manuals and procedures dealing with cost, specifically: Cost
Finding Principles
,
Higher Education Finance Manual , Resource Require-
ments Prediction Model . The Cost Analysis Manual , the successor of
Cost Finding Principles , is a detailed manual of procedures for doing
cost studies. The basic structure for this cost study is the Program
Classification Structure (Gulko, 1972 ). Measures are both financial and
f^>0
nonfinancial
,
and procedures are account crossover, direct cost,
capital cost, and support cost allocation (Topping, 197 It; Ziemer,
Young, and Topping, 1971). The procedures give a methodolof'y for
converting cost data to program costs which can he easily used by
decision makers (Cash, 1973; WICHE, 1973; Witmer, 1972). The Higher
Education Finance Manual (Collier, 197M was developed to "facilitate
the communication of financial data for purposes of planning and
management" (Topping, 197^, p. 8), In this manual accounting terms
are defined as well as reporting procedures and formats, and the uses
and limitations of this manual are described (Topping, 197^). The
Resource Requirements Prediction Model (RRPM) is a computer simulation
model simulating instruction and services for a projected enrollment
and then projects costs (Clark et al., 1973; Sheehan, 1972a; WICHE,
1969a). It supplies data on "direct costs of programs, measures of
faculty productivity, and requirements for non-faculty personnel"
(Cash, 1973, p. 100). Some criticisms of the model should be mentioned;
it is not concerned with income or indirect costs; it has no associated
student flow module although it is student driven; it does not permit
user intervention (Cash, 1973; Sheehan, 1972a). However, if these
drawbacks are acknowledged by the user, much useful information on
costs can be gleaned. One useful part of RRPM is the Induced Course
Load Matrix (ICLM). This matrix shows the load caused in each discipline
by the various majors. From this an analysis of how a typical major's
course load is distributed among the various disciplines or departments
as well as how the disciplines or departments service the various
f.l
prograjns can be seen (Huff and Manning, 1972 ).
Student analysis
. In i960, Brumbaugh said:
The student is of primary concern. ... The more that is known
about students—their characteristics, their experiences, their
successes and failures, both in and after college—the better
can an institution formulate and evaluate its policies, programs,
and procedures. (p. 9)
There are several kinds of data which can be and are collected on
students: demographic, academic, social. As for demographic data,
Dressel suggests as possibilities: sex, age, marital status, home
state, previous institutions attended, indices of ability, rank in
high school, socio-economic status, race, religious affiliation (Dressel
and Associates, I961). Keeping these kinds of data yearly allow any
changes in student body to be easily detected and this is essential in
curriculum planning. Not only is it necessary for an institution to
know what kinds of students they have but how they are doing (Brumbaugh,
i960). Some of the academic data items have been discussed in the
section on curriculum and instruction but may be repeated here.
Recommendations have been made to study enrollments; grade distribu-
tions; majors; awards, scholarships, fellowships; predicted success
versus achievement; performance; faculty-student ratio; retention and
attrition; student costs; student flow (Berwick, 1972 ; Dressel and
Associates, 1971 ; Dressel and Dietrich, 1967 ; Stickler, 1968b; WICHE,
1969b). Social characteristics are not usually studied by offices of
institutional research. Some possibilities are a study of student
goals, various opinion or attitudinal surveys or rating scales. Most
of the latter kind of surveys are conducted by the Student Affairs
offices, if at all.
A student flow model tries to show the movement of students through
the varioiis years from college entrance to college exit according to a
variety of classifications (Barwick, 1972; Huff and Manning, 1972;
WICHE, 1969a). Some of the advantages of using a student flow model
kind of study were given by Huff and Manning (1972) as allowing the
researcher to study the flow of various student categories and examine
them individually, the attrition rates of different majors, the effect
of changing admissions policies. Barwick (1972) stated, "The primary
initial goal of the NCHEMS Student Flow Project was to develop a model
to: ( 1 ) predict student enrollments, and ( 2 ) simulate student progres-
sion through the post-secondary education system" (p. 175). It does use
transitional probabilities to predict the flow of students for subsequent
years, so the validity and reliability of the transition probabilities
determine how good the predictions are (Huff and Manning, 1972).
Faculty analysis . The importance to administrators of having
readily available information on the activities of faculty members was
stressed by Stecklein in I968 . This information is important in
developing new programs, assigning additional activities, allocating
responsibilities, making long-range plans, deciding on personnel needs,
and assessing strength of the faculty (Lorimer and Dressel, 1969;
Stecklein, I968 ). Brumbaugh ( 1960 ) succinctly stated the importance of
such data when he said, "The quality of an institution seldom rises
above the quality of its faculty" (p. ll).
As with students , generally there are two kinds of data kept on
63
faculty: demographic and academic. Demographic data usually include
such items as: age, rank, tenure, marital status, salary, highest
degree, sources of degrees, publications, memberships and offices held
in professional organizations and learned societies, research activities,
honors and awards, public service, length of service, experience (cf.
Brumbaugh, I96O; Cammack, I965; Dressel and Associates, I96I; Dressel
and Dietrich, 196?; Lorimer and Dressel, I969; WICHE, 1969b). These
data can be used for various purposes, some of which are: assessing
overall quality of faculty, implications for cost, determining what
faculty strengths are needed for purposes of recruiting, rank and
tenure—though only in conjunction with other factors (Lorimer and
Dressel, I969).
Academic kinds of data are mainly concerned with workload. Work-
load should include all facets: teaching, administration, research,
counseling, public and professional services, student services, writing
for publication, committees—both administrative and academic (Cajnmack,
1965; Lorimer and Dressel, 1969 ; Stecklein, I968). Instructional
workload can also be broken down into: number of courses, credit
hours, class hours, lectures, discussion groups, labs, students taught;
number of lower division, upper division, graduate division courses
taught; number of masters candidates, doctoral candidates for whom
the faculty member is serving as major advisor; plus many other
factors ( Cammack, I965; Stecklein, 1968). A warning that too many
factors can be difficult to measure or interpret at any one time,
and a suggestion of weighting of student credit hours according to
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level were given by McGannon (l9T0 ). Both he and McClintock (1965)
sternly warn not to compare departments when studying workloads.
These studies on faculty workload and evaluations of faculty are very
hard to make (Montgomery, I96U). A very good publication on the subject
is New Directions for Institutional Research
,
Number 2
,
Summer 197 ^,
edited by James I. Doi. This issue is devoted to assessing faculty
effort
.
Other kinds of data have been suggested as being collected from
or on faculty members. Brumbaugh (i960) recommended not only faculty
characteristics and functions for study but also "needs, . . . condi-
tions of service, morale, motivation" (p. 13 ). In a study done by
Cammack (1965) such factors as "intellectual climate, physical
facilities and services, professional function, economic compensations,
institutional prestige and the university community" were studied
(p. 66 ). Lorimer and Dressel (1969) stress the importance of collecting
data on the satisfactions and dissatisfactions of faculty. Many of
the items mentioned above were also noted. Degree of excellence of
associates, time for research, lines of communication, participation
in policy making, academic freedom have been voiced as important for
faculty satisfaction and retention (Lorimer and Dressel, 1969). In
1971 Wilson and Gaff developed a Faculty Characteristics Questionnaire
at Berkeley to gather information to be used in policy making. This
questionnaire dealt with teaching practices and attitudes, including
satisfaction. From this experience they have made the following
observations
:
When such surveys are used in a non-threatening way to elicit
opinions about issues which are important to the respondents
,
when the summary results are made public
,
and when appropriate
administrative action follows from the resulting information,
the morale of the organization is improved. (p. 37)
Creswell, Kramer, and Davis (1977) did a study on faculty acceptance
of workload surveys
. The perceived usefulness on the departmental level
was a major factor in acceptance of such surveys, thus providing some
measure of faculty control.
Manning and Romney worked on developing a faculty activity analysis
for NCHEMS (cf. Manning and Romney, 1973; Romney and Manning, 197^).
They have developed a survey which enables a faculty member to list
all professional activities. The first section concerns teaching—both
scheduled and unscheduled. Scheduled teaching includes such data as
department, course, credit hours, enrollment, method of instruction,
contact hours; unscheduled includes advising, course and curriculum
research and development. Section two deals with research, scholarship
and creative work activities. The third section concerns internal
service, such as administrative duties and committee participation.
The last category is public service activities—those directed outside
the institution. The information from this analysis can be used
internally for management purposes as well as in conjunction with NCHEMS
Cost Analysis and Information Exchange projects. The authors have said
that this is just a tool and may not be appropriate for use be all
institutions. However, the importance of a faculty activities
analysis
was emphasized since faculty make up such a large portion
of the campus
and financial. Questions concerning relationshipsresources—both human
6 ^,
between and among various variables, such as time spent per student
and level of student or course, are posed and should be able to be
answered using the information gathered in the Faculty Activity Analysis
Survey. After this project was begun at NCHEMS, Donald belong ( 1972 )
delivered a critique of it. Some of his remarks follow:
Faculty members will have to be carefully oriented, because the
relationships between activities and educational outcomes will
not be obvious to many of them. Instructions for filling out
the form are fairly long and complex, and it will be important
that faculty understand the definitions used. The instrument
will not be appropriate for collection of routine data concerning
teaching loads and student credit hours (at least in the long
form), and some other vehicle could best be used if that is the
only information desired. (p. 176)
However, it is presently the most complete and widely used analysis of
faculty activities.
Some of the Functions of Institutional Research Dealing with Outcomes
Institutions of higher education are being held more accountable
today as they seek more funds to meet demands of higher costs. Those
responsible for allocating funds are asking more demanding questions.
One such question asked is : What are the outcomes of higher education
(Huff, 1971)? There are several reasons for studying outcomes. Besides
the above reason, information on outcomes can help in the program
planning, budgeting, and managing process within the institution, or
in comparison with and exchange with other institutions. It can also
help in making budget decisions and long-range plans (Micek and
Wallhaus
1973). By measuring outcomes useful information can be
identified to
help in correcting program design, improving performance,
and identi-
fying ways of achieving objectives more efficiently (Huff, 1971 ',
Huff
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ajid. Manning, 1972). All ouircomes should, he identified and analyzed——
academic and instructional outcomes as well as social and economic
ones, measures of quality as well as quantity (Huff, 1971; Micek and
Arney, 1973; WICHE, 1969b).
There are problems in measuring outcomes. The first is in
identifying outcomes, then there is the problem of measuring them
(Micek and Arney, 1973; Micek and Wallhaus, 1973; Simpson, 1975;
WICHE, 19696 ). Interpretation of the measures—relating output to
input— is very difficult since techniques are not highly developed
(Dyer, 1966 ; Micek and Wallhaus, 1973; Simpson, 1975)* Relating out-
comes to goals and objectives becomes a problem when goals and
objectives have not been operationalized nor agreed upon by the college
community (belong and Mann, I968 ; Micek and Arney, 1973; Micek and
Wallhaus, 1973). A final problem is fear of misuse of data if outcome
data are collected (Micek and Wallhaus, 1973). Despite the many problems
in measuring outcomes, some attempt should be made. NCHEMS has a
series of manuals on an outcomes inventory (cf. Huff, 1971; Micek and
Arney, 1973; Micek and Wallhaus, 1973). Perry and Lind (1976) also
recommend the Higher Education Measurement and Evaluation Kit which was
produced by C. Robert Pace and Associates in 1975.
Impact . Many times people ask what the institution has done to
benefit others, what its impact is. There are several areas of impact
that can be considered: impact on students, graduates, environment,
society, the community. Dressel and Pratt (l9Tl) discussed some
of
the impacts of higher education on students. Most of these
impacts
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have been studied in regard to curriculum completed and competency
implied by the degree received. Dressel (1968) talks about students
gaining a series of competencies which he lists as: "Communication,
problem-solving ability
,
ability to cooperate or collaborate with
others in the study of problems, ability to assimilate new ideas and
organize them into meaningful relationships with existing patterns"
(p. 8) . Other ways higher education effects students is by providing
opportunities for higher income, increased job flexibility, mobility,
higher education as well as a better understanding of himself/herself
(belong and Mann, I968). These are difficult to assess, and, there-
fore, have not been measured with any regularity. Neither have changes
in attitudes, values, perceptions as pointed out by Huff in 1971-
Micek and Wallhaus (1973) pointed out that the institutional environment
can be changed by its perceived and sensed impact. Different kinds of
students applying, resources being made available or unavailable,
faculty being attracted, changes in curricula and/or instruction can
all alter the environment of the institution and this can be due, in
part, to its perceived impact which is another reason for such a study
to be conducted, belong and Mann (1968) made a suggestion along these
lines
:
What would really be helpful in making output decisions and in
attracting additional support for higher education would be a
complete description of the university as an institutional sys-
tem, including all the ways in which the institution affects and
is affected by its environment. (p. I89)
Impact on the community and society is substantial. One of the most
evident is the financial impact. There are the many jobs provided for
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people in the community, making a financial impact by supplying wages
and salaries (Dressel, I968). There is also the economic impact on the
community caused by expenditures by students as well as employees and
visitors to the institution (Dressel, I968; Gaither, 197)4). Graduates
supplying more educated manpower to the job market make an economic
impact on society and also on the institution in gifts (Dressel, 1968;
Gaither, 197 ^; Micek and Wallhaus
, 1973 ).
Some of the other areas of impact on, or benefits to, the community
and society are cultural and aesthetic opportimities
,
technological
improvement, availability of some of the institutional facilities,
involvement of members of the campus community in public service
activities, recreational opportunities, continuing education and other
coiirses made available, to mention a few (Dressel, I968; Huff, 1971 ;
belong and Mann, I968). Gaither ( 197 ^) mentioned that there were
studies underway on the effect of education on such things as marriage,
child care, political participation. Impact is a needed area of
research and can be of use to an institution in its long-range planning;
however, it is not usually a high priority item for the institutional
research office.
Cost-effectiveness . This is one area that is stressed today
because of limited resources and greater demands on higher education
(Bolman, 1970b; Dressel and Associates, 1971 ; Dressel and Pratt, 1971 ;
Huff, 1971). In 1968, Dressel listed several difficulties in trying
to match benefits and costs: (l) there is a great range of benefits
many of which are intangible; (2) many benefits are of a deferred
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nature and our society is highly mobile; ( 3 ) some benefits are produced
jointly but from different sources of financial support. He did encour-
age trying to do such studies in the best way possible even if not as
exactly as desired. Much of a cost-effectiveness study is bound up in
outcomes and it is much easier to look at immediate outcomes rather than
ultimate ones and to try to assess these (Dressel and Associates, 1971)
•
The relationship between costs and effectiveness and benefits is some-
thing the management needs to know in order to allocate resources
efficiently (WICHE, 1969b). As Huff said in 1971, "Almost all programs
are good. The question is, which set of programs is best and most
beneficial in light of current priorities" (p. l)?
There is a close relationship between cost-effectiveness and
program budgeting. The purpose of program budgeting is to make as
effective as possible resource allocation to programs on the basis of
their effectiveness (Bogard, 1972; Carrothers, 1973; Dressel, 1968 ;
Dressel and Associates, 1971; Dressel and Faricy, 1972). There is an
element of comparison in this approach since alternatives are examined
on the basis of cost and benefits (Dressel and Associates, 1971; Dressel
and Faricy, 1972). Carrothers (1973) advocates a program planning and
budgeting system since he says that, "It will . . . involve the process
of prediction over a wide range of facts; the development of more and
more sophisticated allocation models for operating resources; and the
continuing refinement of the techniques of cost benefit analysis (p. 5)*
The beginning of a program budget system must be in stating clearly
the goals and objectives of the institution. Then programs are evaluated
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according to how they help to achieve these goals and objectives
(Gulko, 1972; Severance, I968 ; WICHE, 1969b). Gulko (1972) defined a
program budget system:
A program budget system identifies and organizes the activities
of an institution in terms of its objectives, displays the costs
of these activities over an extended time frame, and relates these
activities and their costs to the outputs associated with the
achievement of the institution's objectives. (p. U)
The information system and the financial office must cooperate in order
for such a system to be advanced (Jones, 1970) since neither office
by itself can fully analyze the inputs and outputs of the institution.
Dressel and Faricy (1972) include the planning office, budget office
and management informations office in operating a successful program
budgeting system. Severance ( 1968 ) stresses the need for endorsement
by the central administration. If they do not see how it can be use-
ful in decision making then it may be a wasted effort.
Both Severance ( 1968 ) and Nelson (1972) have neatly outlined the
concerns and components of program budgeting.
1.
Identification of goal and definition of objectives since program
budgeting is concerned with finding the alternative ways that
these can be achieved.
2. Program description since it is the major programs of the insti-
tution with which program budgeting is concerned.
3 . Program budget relates costs to programs.
U. An extended time frame to help in projecting resource needs for
various programs
.
5 . Explicit consideration of alternatives is the most
important
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component of this system since alternatives must be presented and
a comparison made with the program chosen to show that it best
accomplishes the goals and objectives of the institution for the
resources required.
6 . Evaluation of programs after a certain period of time so that no
program can become entrenched.
?• Replanning after the evaluation process. This is a continuous
process in the system.
There are some warnings and some criticisms of this system as
there are with any system. It is not a "panacea" say Huff and Manning
( 1972 ). It does show resource requirements in relation to programs
and how effective they are in relation to achievement of goals and
objectives, but it does not make the ultimate decision making easier.
Gulko ( 1972 ) states that it provides the data for analysis but these
data do have to be analyzed. Dressel ( 1968 ) is among those criticizing
the system. It is presumed that quantitative data can be provided on
costs, work provided, and accomplishments of each program. But these
accomplishments or outcomes are many, interrelated, deferred as was
mentioned earlier, and some data, such as class size or papers pub-
lished, cannot be related to sources of funds or to outcomes. In 1972
Dressel and Faricy levied these criticisms: "attempts to measure
social or economic effectiveness" is "too closely related with immediate
budget negotiations;" is "pushed or enforced by budget offices and
legislative committees" (pp. 1^7, 150). Another critic of the system
is Arthur Gillis (1975) • He admits its strengths but also sees some
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of its limitations.
In short, while program budgeting can help clarify the relative
economic-resource costs and benefits of education, there are
relative social-value and political power costs and benefits
which are not taken into the balance of accounts. (pp. 13U-135)
The assiomptions of program budgeting may obviate many of the
realities of the political process on campuses, its norms,
rewards, and sanctions. Furthermore, program budgeting systems
lose much of their utility in higher education because most
educational objectives, for a variety of reasons, defy precise
identification and quantification in their definition. (p. 135)
Accomplishments of faculty and graduates . To study the outcomes
of an institution, one source of data is the accomplishments of the
faculty and students /graduates of the institution. One way of obtaining
some of these data indirectly is suggested by Dressel as obtaining data
on salaries, degrees, publications, awards, positions held, listings
in various references such as Who’s Who
,
also by gathering data on the
growth and prestige of the institution, reputation of the faculty, and
the like (Dressel, I968 ; Dressel and Associates, 1971)* In relation to
research, whether of the faculty or of graduates. Huff (1971) compiled
the following list: research topics, reorganization of knowledge, new
inventions and developments, new ideas and concepts, creative arts
(pp. 29- 30 ).
There are other accomplishments which can also be considered as
outcomes. Many of these were discussed in the sections on student and
on faculty analysis. Some that bear repetition are degrees, fellow-
ships; rate of acceptance to graduate schools; participation in
community, civic, political affairs; learned societies; affective
development such as self-concept. Some of these are quantitative
and
easily analyzed; others are not and, thus, any study of outcomes remains
incomplete and, possibly, the most important aspects are left unstudied
by the institutional researcher, Alexander Astin (19T4) caiae to
several conclusions concerning research on the outcomes of higher
education
:
1. There are two problems which must be clearly separated. One is
of "defining and measuring outcomes" and the other is of "assessing
institutional impact on such outcomes" (p. U 5 ).
2. There should be a "battery of measures that is sufficiently broad"
—
no single measure is realistic. Some attempt should be made to
measure "side effects" (p. U 5 ).
3. Three dimensions should be included in a taxonomy of student
outcome measures: "type of income (cognitive versus affective),
type of data (psychological versus sociological), and time (the
temporal aspects of the measure)" (p. U 5 ).
U. Absolute measures should be developed rather than relative ones.
5 . Longitudinal data are needed.
Summary
Institutional research is relatively new as a recognized field of
endeavor. Essentially, it is an expanded and continuous form of self-
study of an institution of higher education. There are, in this
author’s opinion, two major approaches to institutional research:
Paul L. Dressel's and the National Center for Higher Education
(NCHEMS). Dressel's is very humanistic, whereasManagement Systems
'
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NCHEMo is mechanistic. (See Appendix D for the author's table
indicating how NCHEMS' products fit Dressel's functions.)
There is no one agreed upon definition of institutional research
since the institution and the director's characteristics shape it a
bit differently at each institution. However, it always has a data
gathering function and is used to facilitate decision making. ITiere
is general agreement as to the need for such a function in this time
of accountability and diminishing resources.
Many implications follow from a statement of purpose of institu-
tional research. One implication is that of characteristics of the
staff. These include competency, trustworthiness, credibility,
confidentiality, objectivity. The staff must facilitate decision
making without becoming decision makers; provide accurate information
which is timely; and be able to identify problems and ask the right
questions. Staff members should have a quantitative background, know
and understand the institution, be committed to the purposes of the
institution and to its values.
An institutional research director is seen in a staff position by
most. The function of the office should be an all-university one and
not solely a right hand of administration. Supplying data, completing
questionnaires and surveys, conducting studies, anticipating questions
and problems are all in the line of duty for an institutional researcher.
Good relations with other offices of the institution are vital to
the operation of an office of institutional research since so much
data has to be collected from many sources. This is especially true
of the registrar's office, various deans' offices, data processing.
and business office. If the research office is not directly involved
in planning or development, then these are two other offices with which
working relations should be established.
Faculty make up a large segment of the institution. Therefore, it
is necessary for the office of institutional research to have a good
working relationship with the faculty. Much of the data collected on
faculty is quantitative and so many times the research office is seen
as a threat. It has been suggested by many to utilize faculty expertise
either on a consultative basis or by getting them involved in projects.
Another possibility is the formation of an advisory committee to help
guide the work of institutional research. Such a committee could be
made up of faculty and administration as well as the institutional
research staff.
Reporting and disseminating findings is an issue raised by many.
There are concerns about what should go into a report, and who should
get the report. It is generally agreed that the uhbiased information
should be reported in a concise and usable form. The mode of communica-
tion is seen as an important factor by some. Distribution is
.definitely to those requesting the study and also usually to key
administrators. Widespread dissemination is the ideal.
There is no agreement as to whether other systems , such as
management information systems, are needed. There are the systems
approach, management information systems such as that distributed by
NCHEMS, Program Planning and Budgeting System and others. Many
advocate
their use and almost as many warn against these systems. The
use of
YT
any of these is left up to the researcher and administrators in most
cases
.
In order for an office of institutional research to survive, it
has to be effective. Data and information provided should be used.
It should be concerned with evaluating various parts of the institution
as well as itself. It should not usurp another’s responsibilities.
Problems of the institution should be anticipated. There is much
disagreement as to the relationship of institutional research with
administration. Certainly reports should be sent to administrators and
requests for information accepted from them, but whether the research
office should be concerned solely with administrative problems is an
open question. Many respond negatively to this. Institutional research
is an important function to the administrator but effects the whole
institution. The question then arises as to its placement. If it is
concerned with management, it should be connected to the President's
Office. If its function is to deal with academic operations, then the
Academic Vice-President’s or Provost’s office may be most appropriate.
Others see it as an autonomous office with the Director as a Vice-
President for Planning. Since there is no one definition of purpose
or role of institutional research, it should not be surprising that
there is no one place in institutions where it can be found.
There are various functions of institutional research. Some deal
with environment, many with processes and operations, and some with
outputs. Studies on goals, interactions, and space give some
sense of
the environment of the institution. Some studies on, or in
conjunction
with, student personnel services are conducted. Of special interest
are enrollnient projections and studies on retention which are conducted
in conjunction with the Admissions Office. Curriculum and instruction
are sensitive areas to the faculty. Much qualitative data are easily
compiled, but evaluations of programs need to be done with much tact
and yet are very necessary in an institution. Another important kind
of study is a cost study. Much quantitative data can be collected on
both students and faculty. Although qualitative data are desired,
they are more difficult to obtain and are not always collected. In
the area of processes and operations, NCHEMS has several manuals which
are very useful. Outcomes studies are also part of the domain of
institutional research. These studies include such topics as impact,
cost-effectiveness and contributions and achievements. Various aspects
of these can be studied but others are very difficult since outcomes
are not always immediate nor are they always measurable.
There is much more detail to the aspects of institutional research
than has been presented in this Chapter. There are other functions,
characteristics, and problems. However, the purpose of this Chapter
was to present enough detail to give a general understanding of
institutional research.
CHAPTER I I
THE LACK OF A METHODOLOGY FOR INSTITLTriONAL RESEAROl
There is much debate as to what the purpose of institutional
research (IR) should be, where it should be in the organization, what
its functions should be. This was evidenced in "Overview of Institu-
tional Research"—Chapter I. Even the institutional researchers
themselves do not agree.
During the 1975 Association for Institutional Research (AIR)
convention, some of the topics discussed by the Executive Committee
were the questions of defining the characteristics of institutional
research, the skills needed, and the ethics of institutional research.
There is great reluctance to attack these problems because of all of the
ramifications. However, most people present at this meeting agreed that
there is a great need for something of the kind to be done. The purpose
of this dissertation is to set forth the beginnings of such a project.
It is meant to act as a guide to help researchers come to grips with
these topics.
This Chapter will be made up of four sections: (l) an overview of
the problem, (2) the need for methodological development, (3) a short
explanation of Metamethodology, (U) the problem statement and justifica-
tion .
Overview of the Problem
Prior to this undertaking the chief guides for newcomers were
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reading the literature and visiting other offices. Lois Torrence
stated that when she went to the American University (before I96 I4 ) as
institutional researcher there were no specific ground rules concerning
the operation of the office, so she visited several colleges and univer
sities to see what they were doing (Torrence, 196^+). In 1973 when this
author was asked to set up an Office of Institutional Research (OIR)
there was still no specific set of ground rules for so doing and a
visitation of other colleges and universities seemed the best way to
learn what was happening. This has been one method of guiding newcomers.
There is much literature on individual pieces of IR, and now there
is Dressel's Institutional Research in the University: A Handbook
,
but
it takes a great amount of time to read and sieve through all of the
information. Thus, a methodology for institutional research would seem
to solve at least one of the problems that an institutional researcher
faces. Therefore, the purpose of this dissertation is to develop an
Institutional Research Methodology.
What is a methodology? According to Hutchinson (1973, 197^): "A
methodology is a systematic, operational, standardized set of rules and
procedures designed to accomplish a defined purpose." Thomann (1973)
goes on to say:
. . . a methodology can be looked at as an abstract but opera-
tional solution to a class of problems. It is abstract because
it does not supply a specific solution to a specific problem but
it supplies the means by which that specific solution is derived.
It is operational because the steps by which the solution is
arrived at are as prescriptive as possible. (pp. 2-3)
8l
Need for Methodolop^ica]^ Research
As stated earlier, Dressel has a handbook for institutional
research in the university and also several other publications from
which information can be gathered, but his approach is not set down in
a methodological format. NCHEMS has several pieces which can be used
in institutional research, and each of these pieces is developed and
set down very systematically with specific rules and procedures. How-
ever, NCHEMS does not set out an overall guide for IR.
In 1967 Joe L. Saupe prepared for AIR: "Memo to a Newcomer to the
Field of Institutional Research" which was updated in 1976 by John M.
Lyons, and in 1970 Joe L. Saupe and James R. Montgomery prepared a state-
ment for AIR: "The Nature and Role of Institutional Research—Memo to a
College or University." Both of these provide answers to many questions:
What is Institutional Research?
How "Pure" Can Institutional Research Be?
What Can Institutional Research Do For the Institution?
Should Institutional Research be Administratively or Educationally
Oriented?
How Should Institutional Research Relate to Long-Range Planning?
How Should Institutional Research Be Organized?
What are Requirements for Effective Institutional Research? (Saupe
and Montgomery, 1970)
What is the Association for Institutional Research and how does one
apply for membership?
To what other professional associations should one consider
applying?
What are other national organizations and agencies with which one
should be familiar?
What regional associations sponsor activities related to institu-
tional research?
Where are the academic centers for the study of higher education?
To what periodic publications should an office of institutional
research subscribe?
What are other publications on institutional research that might
be helpful to me?
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How can one get on mailing lists to receive institutional research
reports from established offices? (Saupe, 196?)
These questions need to be asked, but the responses do not consti-
tute a methodology for the use of institutional researchers. The
answers do give much food for thought in developing a methodology.
Also Glenda Lee from Middlesex Community College prepared a three page
set of guidelines in 1971. This included a statement of purpose of IR,
a section on a coordinating committee, some suggested topics for
research within an institution, priority of the suggested topics, a list
of the duties of the Director of OIR, and the procedure for an IR study.
These were not widely circulated and left many gaps. It was not meant
to be a complete document.
Two dissertations have been written on a similar topic as the one
for this dissertation. In 1970 William Garner wrote: "A Systematic
Approach to the Establishment of an Office of Institutional Research in
a Small University: An Exploratory Study." This study was excellent,
but did not go beyond the establishment of the office. He did use a
very systematic procedure which consisted in conducting personal inter-
views with university officials; developing an advisory committee; doing
readings and research in the field of institutional research; conducting
exploratory meetings with the academic departments, administrative units
and sample groups of students to present the nature, needs and potential
of OIR with discussion; and administering two surveys to these groups:
(l) to determine attitudes and opinions toward IR and to find
out the
preferred areas of research for OIR, and (2) to prioritize the
research
areas. His procedures were not set down in a methodological
manner.
Even so, some of the findings of Garner's dissertation will be used in
building the IR Methodology.
The second dissertation found was written in 1971 by James Cook:
"A Study to Develop Guidelines for Institutional Research in Junior
Colleges." After a review of the literature. Cook developed a survey
which was sent to some important administrators and professors whose
work is in the area of junior colleges. As a result several guidelines
were set forth. These were included in a series of figures:
Flow Chart for Establishing an Institutional Research Program.
Funding the Institutional Research Program.
Job Description: Director of Institutional Research.
Journal Announcement of Position for Director of Institutional
Research
.
Administrative Organization for Institutional Research.
Functional Organization for Institutional Research.
General Procedure for Institutional Research Studies and Reports.
A Catalog of Priority Research. (Cook, 1971)
This study was conducted for junior colleges. Some parts are general-
izable to other institutions, such as the steps given for conducting a
study and reporting the findings. This again gives only a small piece
and is inadequate as a methodology for institutional research.
There have been attempts to develop a systematic approach to IR but
only parts have been systematized to even a small degree. Many gaps
still remain which need to be filled. It is evident that no methodology,
as defined by Hutchinson, has yet been developed for IR which is the
purpose of this dissertation.
Metamethodology
How does one develop a methodology? The best way known to
this
author is a systematic procedure begun .by Hutchinson in 19Y0 arid further
developed by Hutchinson and Thomann from 19T2-19Yl». This procedure is
known as Metamethodology ("Meta"). Draft VIII was tiie latest version of
"Meta" (completed in October of 19Y^) when this dissertation was begun iti
Suiiuner 1975* (Since then Draft IX has been developed wiiich expands
the field test process.) The purpose of Metamethodology is to enable
a person to write a methodology for any definable purpose.
Metamethodology is well documented, since several methodologies
have been developed using its procedures. Some examples are: Coffing's
Client Demand Methodology (1972); Coffing, Hodson, and Hutchinson's
Needs Analysis Methodology (1973); Hodson's Decision-Making Methodology
(I97U) which was refined by Heffernan (197^); Benedict, Fitzpatrick,
and Coffing's PULSE Methodology (1973); Welsh's Dissemination Methodology
(197U); and Brooks' Humanistic-Psychological Education Curricula Building
Methodology ( 197 5 )
•
There are two major sections to Metamethodology. One deals with the
purpose of the methodology, and the other deals with the set
of rules
and procedures which emanate from the purpose. Of major importance
is
the statement of the purpose of the methodology. This
purpose is tested
by several criteria: desirability, practicability,
operatlonalisabiUty.
For the purpose to be operationally defined means
that the definition
is directly observable, l.e., if two people were
sent to see if this
purpose were being accomplished, they would both
know exactly what to
look for and come back with the same information.
There is a procedure
for operatlonallzlt« any concept. It is
the "Operationalization of
Fuzzy Concepts" (Hutchinson and Benedict, 1970). After this, the set
of rules and procedures flows from the purpose.
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The following is a brief outline of the steps of Metamethodolo{?y
(Draft IX)* which will be used in developing IR Methodology.
I. Prepare to use Metamethodology.
II. Choose a problem
III. State a purpose for your methodology.
IV. Test the purpose by certain criteria.
V. Analyze the implications for the purpose
development of the methodology.
for the
VI. Operationalize the purpose.
VII. Design procedures.
VIII. Test and then revise the purpose and/or
necessary
.
procedures if
Problem Statement and Justification
The problem to be pursued is the development of an Institutional
Research Methodology which will be tested and revised. The desirability
of building a methodology for institutional research is clearly evident.
As seen in Chapter I, institutional research is very much in demand
today. The number of members of AIR has almost tripled in the past ten
years, and in the past twenty years the number of IR offices has
increased over one hundred percent (AIR membership report, 1977;
Rourke
and Brooks, 1966; Tetlow, 1973). Therefore, there is no doubt
in this
author's mind as to the desirability of an Institutional
Research
* See Appendix A for the complete Draft IX of Metamethodology.
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Methodology.
As stated earlier, both Lois Torrence and this author, over a span
of at least ten years, had no set of rules to follow in conducting
institutional research and had to resort to the visitation of other
colleges and universities to find out what procedures were being used.
Articles, reports, and some books are now available but most deal only
with one piece of IR or contain too much information. Thus, it seems
that in order to help new institutional researchers get started, as well
as provide a guide for those already in the field, an IR Methodology is
desirable. In 196? Thomas Mason stated that some kind of conceptual
framework was needed:
It takes time for a new institutional research office, or for an
old hand in a new position, to build a solid basis of information
and understanding about the institution. I have found that this
process moves much more quickly if one begins with some conceptual
framework around which one can start a coordinated flow of infor-
mation and a set of analytic studies that describe the interrela-
tionships between the components of the institution. Since the
institutional research function should involve other staff,
administrative officers, and faculty, the conceptual framework
can help to clarify their role in the research effort and
strengthen their contributions. (p. 33)
Much time and money could be saved by the researcher and the institution
with such a guide.
The desirability of the IR Methodology is also evidenced by the
concern of those present at the 1975 AIR convention in St. Louis.
In
addition, this kind of a methodology would make a contribution
to the
practice of IR since it has generally been the case that
institutional
researchers come from many different backgrounds—education,
psychology,
business and commerce, mathematics, history, and many
other fields
87
(Tincher, 1970), and thus would need some guidelines. In addition, it
could serve as a basis for evaluating the IR process itself.
It is also desirable to write a methodology for institutional
research because of the strengths of methodologies. Brooks (1975)
states
;
Methodologies gain power by being: (a) more flexible than fixed
models (which often have a limited range of application), (b) pri-
marily prescriptive rather than descriptive (providing procedures
rather than principles), and (c) dynamic (provision is made for
evaluation and revision contingent upon application). (p. 19)
He later cites the internal comprehensiveness of methodologies as
another strength.
There are many problems in providing a methodology for institutional
research. It is a great task, but it is practicable. This study is a
first step. Within the time and resources allotted for the dissertation,
at least a first version of an IR Methodology can be developed. It is
not intended to be a complete and finished methodology since that would
involve years of work, but it is hoped to be a thought—provoking
document
.
The development of an Institutional Research Methodology is also
practicable since this author has knowledge of and has used Metamethodo-
logy. She has also studied many methodologies developed from Meta-
methodology and used them in many projects.
Siunmary
Although there has been much written on IR recently,
nowhere is
there a concise gulde-a methodology. In 1972, Bogard
Indicated this
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lack of a methodology of institutional research:
Institutional research
. . . suffers from a lack of commonality
among practitioners and users and from lack of a general izable
body of knowledge that delineates the role, scope and methodology
of institutional research. (p. 21)
Newcomers to IR especially need something to guide them until they are
settled enough to know what they are doing. Experienced researchers can
use such a guide as a checklist. The simplest way to accomplish such a
task of writing a guide is to develop a methodology. There is a system-
atic procedure for doing this known as Metamethodology which was
developed by Hutchinson in 1970. Its purpose is to enable a person to
write a methodology for any definable purpose.
The problem to be pursued in this dissertation is the development
of an Institutional Research Methodology. It was seen that a methodology
for institutional research is desirable and practicable. Also certain
expectations of IR Methodology can be stated. It is this author's
intent that IR Methodology will serve as:
1. a guide for newcomers to institutional research;
2. a checklist for those already in the field;
3. possibly a basis for evaluating the process of IR;
U. a thought-provoking docioment.
For these and previously stated reasons, Institutional Research
Method-
ology was developed, tested, and revised. Chapter III, "The
Process
for Developing and Testing a Methodology," will describe the
process
for working on the problem of methodological development.
CHAPTER III
PROCESS FOR DEVELOPING AND TESTING A METHODOLOGY
The procedures to he used in the development of Institutional
Research Methodology consist mainly in the procedures outlined in Meta-
methodology. This Chapter will he made up of two parts. The first
part will explain how each of the steps of Metamethodology ("Meta")
were accomplished. The second will discuss the delimitations of this
undertaking
.
Procedures
The first major process of "Meta" is to prepare oneself to use
Metamethodology. This was accomplished hy the author’s taking a course
on Metamethodology, writing a methodology, and using other methodologies
developed via "Meta." Two especially used hy the author over a long
period of time were Needs Analysis Methodology and PULSE Methodology.
The second major process is to choose a problem. The author has
a mathematics background and was asked to do institutional research at
her institution without her having any formal background in the field.
Therefore, institutional research was chosen as the major problem area.
Because of the author's interest in IR and because there were difficul-
ties in finding any guide for doing institutional research, as was
stated in Chapter II, the author chose the narrower area of producing a
methodology for new institutional researchers.
Stating the purpose of the proposed methodology is the third major
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process of "Meta." This was accomplished in several ways: reading
literature in the area, talking to people in institutional research,
and exainining work done in the area. After several attempts at stating
a purpose for this methodology which would satisfy the author's idea of
institutional research and he as consistent as possible with a majority
of the practicing researchers as evidenced through the review of litera-
ture and conversations with researchers, the following purpose was
finally felt to be most satisfactory to the author:
to probe deeply into the workings of an institution of postsec-
ondary education to generate knowledge about the institution
for decision making.
This purpose is similar to Dressel's purpose in some ways and
different in others. To compare the two statements of purpose,
Dressel's will be repeated here for easy reference:
The basic purpose of institutional research is to probe deeply
into the workings of an institution for evidence of weaknesses
or flaws which interfere with the attainment of its purpose or
which utilize an undue amoung of resources in so doing. (Dressel
and Associates, 1971, p. ^O)
It is obvious that the first parts of both statements are exactly
the same: "to probe deeply into the workings of an institution." The
author wanted to make it very clear what kinds of institutions were
meant. Therefore, to include all institutions of higher education—not
Just four-year colleges and universities, the author added "of post-
secondary education." Dressel goes on to add "for evidence of
weaknesses or flaws which interfere with the attainment of its purpose
or which utilize an undue amount of resources in so doing." The author
agrees with this part of Dressel's statement but thinks that IR is more
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than looking for flaws and weaknesses. If any study is done profes-
sionally and objectively, flaws and weaknesses will become evident.
The author thought that an all-encompassing phrase would be "to generate
knowledge about the institution." That is any knowledge
—knowledge
about both strengths and weaknesses. Finally, the author thought that
this knowledge must be used. Therefore, the final phrase "for decision
making was added. Generating knowledge about the institution for
knowledge sake is not the author's idea of a good reason for doing
institutional research. If it can be used by decision makers, then the
purpose of gathering the knowledge is justified. For the author, pro-
viding data for decision making is of primary importance; probing for
weaknesses is secondary. For Dressel the order of importance is
reversed. He talks about gathering data for decision making within
his writings but not in his statement of purpose.
The next major process of Metamethodology is to test the purpose
of the methodology. This step is accomplished by answering the following
questions: Is the purpose desirable? operationalizable? practicable?
Are existing methodologies insufficient?
It has already been seen in Chapter II that there are no existing
methodologies for institutional research. The author, in stating the
purpose of IR Methodology, is really saying, "The basic purpose of
institutional research is to probe deeply into the workings of an
institution of postsecondary education to generate knowledge about the
institution for decision making." Because there has been such a
tremendous growth of institutional research offices, both in numbers
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and in size, in the past fifteen years, it is safe to say that institu-
tional research is desirable. Decision makers have been making decisions
by the seat of their pants" for many years and this has proved to be
inappropriate in some cases. Today, both the state and federal govern-
ments, as well as Boards of Trustees, are calling for more accountability
of postsecondary institutions. It is much easier for the administrators
to be accountable when they have hard data to back up their actions.
This makes IR very desirable.
Probing deeply into the workings of an institution yields data as
to how the institution is really working. This information helps the
administrator identify both flaws and weaknesses. Once the weaknesses
are known they can be remedied. Also information about possible trouble
spots can be pointed out and taken care of before any eruption takes
place. IR is desirable in this respect too.
Is the purpose of IR Methodology operational! zable? That is, can
it be broken up into observable parts? Looking at the purpose, the
phrase that can be most readily broken into observable parts is "the
workings of an institution of postsecondary education." This is easily
broken into parts at the first level, such as students, faculty, staff,
costs, instruction, research. Further breakdowns can be accomplished
as the methodology develops . Other key phrases in the purpose which can
be broken into more definable parts are "to probe deeply" and "for
decision making." However, it is hoped that defining the role of IR
will operationalize these terms. Major Processes I, IV, and V of IR
Methodology also include operationalization of these terms.
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Of course, this purpose is practicable since IR is being practiced
at so many institutions throughout the country. Data is being gathered
to give decision makers added basis for their decisions. The data help
to generate knowledge about the institution, which in turn is used to
make better use of resources and a better operating institution.
"^he fifth major process is to analyze the implications of the
purpose of the methodology. The author first made a list of the implica-
tions by using the method suggested in Metamethodology. The stimulus
statements from "Meta" were read and implications from the purpose were
generated by the author. The stimulus statements are:
a. Imagine and write down in what ways you could fail to accomplish
the purpose.
b. Imagine and write down in what ways you can accomplish the
purpose, avoiding all problems.
c. Imagine the purpose being accomplished; write down what is
happening.
Then the author conducted two tests of completeness on the list of
implications. The first was to quickly search the literature reviewed
in Chapter I for implications . The second test of completeness was con-
ducted by asking Dr. Larry G. Benedict, who is very familiar with
methodologies and Metamethodology, to read the purpose of IR Methodology
and to list the implications (orally) as they came to mind. The author
manually recorded Dr. Benedict's responses. The implications from the
three sources were then used to choose an initial set of major processes
for the IR Methodology.
After discussing the implications and major processes with Dr.
Hutchinson, it was decided that two more major processes should be added
The final list of Major Processes is as follows with the starred {*)
processes being the additions
:
I. Define the role of Institutional Research
II. Identify the decision making structure in the institution
*III. Plan a year's activities
IV, Identify decision makers
V. Identify types of knowledge desired
VI. Define strategies for obtaining the knowledge desired
*VII. Carry out the strategies
VIII. Reporting procedures
IX. Evaluation of the IR process.
This then was the initial Draft of Institutional Research Methodology.
Major Process VI of "Meta" is to operationalize the purpose of the
methodology being developed. The "fuzzy" concepts in the purpose were
identified as (l) probe deeply, (2) workings, (3) knowledge (about the
institution), (U) decision making. After many attempts to operationalize
these concepts to no satisfaction, the author decided that these can only
be operationalized within the context of an institution. Thus within the
major processes of IR Methodology, there are steps developed to operation-
alize these concepts within that particular institution.
Designing the procedures within each major process of IR Methodology
is the next major process of "Meta." The author first went back to the
list of implications and fit each into the appropriate major process of
IR Methodology. For each of these processes, the author asked how this
process can be accomplished. Steps were developed for one process at a
time. Next the steps were put in a rational order for each process. As
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gaps were discovered the author created steps and/or substeps to fill
the gap (a gap is defined as an interruption in continuity). The logic
and completeness of the IR Methodology at this stage were tested by
Dr. Hutchinson.
It was decided that two short preliminary sections should be added
to the methodology
. One was to state the assumptions that the author
had made about the person(s) using the methodology. The other section
added was 'Plan to Use Institutional Research Methodology." After the
addition of these preliminary sections the author decided that the
methodology was sufficiently developed to be taken to practicing insti-
tutional researchers (subjects) to test the completeness and logic of
the methodology . The rationale for Draft I of the methodology is found
in Chapter IV.
To choose practicing institutional researchers the author first
limited herself to a 100 mile radius of Amherst so that at least one
interview could be conducted per day and so that it would be possible
to drive to the institution—considering the resources available. Then
the Association for Institutional Research's Directory (of Members for)
1975-76 was used to identify researchers and institutions in the given
area. A matrix was set up categorizing schools as large or small,
public or private. This information was found in the 1975 Reader's
Digest Almanac and Yearbook . Then the author noted at which institutions
she personally knew the institutional researchers. This was a determining
factor in those chosen for the sample. There were three state univer-
sities chosen: University of Massachusetts, University of Connecticut,
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and State University of New York at Albany; and three private institu-
tions: Yale University, Hampshire College, and Amherst College. As for
size, the three state universities were large (6,000 or more students)*;
two of the private colleges were small (less than 3,000) and one was
large. It was hoped that the distribution would be even, but after
weighing the advantages of interviewing subjects whom the author per-
sonally knew, this was decided to be the best sample.
Each person on the list of those to be interviewed was contacted
by telephone. The author informed each of the project on which she was
working (the IR Methodology) and asked each if he/she would be willing
to read and comment on the methodology in a one-hour interview session.
Each one agreed to this. In the same telephone conversations, each
interview appointment was made. The appointments were all made for
within an eight-day period of time. One of the subjects asked to
receive a copy of the methodology and an explanation of what the author
wanted him to do. A letter to this effect was given to the subject
(Dr. Grose) along with the draft of IR Methodology.
The interviews were conducted in the following manner. The meaning
of the author's definition of "methodology" was presented and a short
comparison between methodology and method given. The tasks for the
subject were presented by the author. These follow the letter sent
to Dr. Grose:
* The signification of small as under 3,000 and large as 6,000 or more
is the same as that used by Lawrence Bogard in a study published in
the Carnegie Commission's Papers on Efficiency in the Management of
Higher Education , 1972.
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33H Lincoln Avenue
Amherst, Massachusetts 01002
March 1, 1976
Dr. Robert Grose
Registrar
Amherst College
Amherst, Massachusetts 01002
Dear Dr. Grose:
This packet represents my endeavor to write a methodology for insti-
tutional research. I am using Hutchinson's definition of methodolo{-^
:
"A methodology is a systematic, operational,
standardized set of rules and procedures
designed to accomplish a defined purpose."
Thus a methodology is a specialized method. Methods in themselves are
not usually operational, nor always standardized. Usually a model
has no purpose or multiple purposes. These are just a few of the
differences between a method and a methodology.
What I would like for you to do is to first flip through this
methodology to see how it is set up. In the interview I would like
to go through the methdology page by page to
(1) Critique the reality of this methodology,
(2) Identify gaps—where they are (and there are
many that I can identify) and suggestions as to
how to fill them;
(3) Identify what is missing if this methodology is
to accomplish its purpose;
(U) Welcome any other comments, suggestions, recommenda-
tions .
These interviews are tests of reality before I develop the methodology
any further and will be considered and used in my revision of the
methodology.
Thank you very much for your time. Will see you Friday morning,
March 5*
Sincerely
,
Sister Ann C. Luciano, CSJ
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During the interview, the author tape recorded the session. '",otne
notes were taken of key ideas, but in order to pay close attention to
the subject s remarks and to be alert to respond to any questions or
clarify misconceptions, the author relied heavily on the tape recorder.
Most of the subjects were very willing to spend as much time as
needed to get through the entire thirty-two page methodology. The
length of the interviews varied from one and one-half hours to two and
three-quarter hours with the average time being two and one-quarter
hours per interview. This fact alone was encouraging to the author since
subjects were spending more than twice as much time as requested on the
task
.
The next step was to transcribe the tapes of the interviews. The
author listened to each tape. Anything relevant to the task at hand
was transcribed by the author; anything that was a minute discourse of
methods the subject uses which were too detailed to be included in the
methodology or any tangent that the subject went off on which was not
relevant to the task or methodology were not transcribed.
Each transcription was then broken up into the Major Processes of
IR Methodology. The data for each process were collected. If more than
one subject said the same thing the number was recorded in the data
chapter (Chapter V). Almost everything that was transcribed from the
tapes appears in some form in the data chapter. A few exceptions were
made if when a remark was reread it was not found to be relevant to the
step or process of the methodology.
After going through all of the data, the process of revision of
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IR Methodology took place. The author went through the comments for
each step and decided which suggestions by the subjects interviewed
she would use and which revision suggested she would not use. The
reasons for not using any suggestion are given within the data chapter
(V) when the suggestion is recorded. Otherwise the revision made and
the suggestion given are recorded in the revision chapter. The result
of the revision is Draft II of Institutional Research Methodology which
can be found in Appendix C.
The last step of Metamethodology is to field test the methodology
and then revise again. Because of the amount of time that went into
the development of this methodology, the field test will be postponed.
However, this will be done during the author's postdoctoral work.
Delimitations
This study is the development of an IR Methodology. The author
lays no claims to this being a definitive methodology at this time.
That will take years of work and revisions. However, a beginning is
itself an important contribution.
No field test of the methodology was conducted. This would be
the next logical step after Version I of the IR Methodology. At this
point, time and resources for this dissertation have been diminished
to a point that this step cannot be accomplished. However, the author's
position of institutional researcher, after completion of the Ed.D. , will
provide an opportunity for a field test. Also a copy of the methodology
developed during the course of the dissertation and/or further revisions
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of it will be sent to the Association for Institutional Research and
dissemination of the methodology can be accomijlished through AIR to
its members. The author also intends to send copies of the methodology
to the schools now offering a degree in institutional research (there
are only three in the U.S.). Dissemination in this way will also serve
as a check and other possible reality tests of the Methodology for
Institutional Research.
The development of the methodology was based on use of Metamethod-
ology. It was the best procedure for the author to follow in this work.
There is no other documented procedure for developing methodologies
as the word "methodology" is defined by Hutchinson. That is not to say
that there may not be other ways to proceed in methodological develop-
ment. However, the training of the author does warrant use of Meta-
methodology
.
The tests of completeness are necessarily small with seven or less
people responding. The author intended that these tests of completeness
be few in number but more lengthy and substantial than if several tests
were conducted with many people for shorter periods of time. The tests
designed did act as a reality buffer to the author's idealism. A
larger sample would be more desirable but time and resources did not
allow for this in the present study. The dissemination of the IR
Methodology as described above will also serve as additional tests of
completeness
.
The author's limited field experience in institutional research
can also be seen as a limitation and is recognized as such. The
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encouragement given to the author by several institutional researchers
upon hearing of the project has indicated that it was reasonable for
this author to proceed. The experience of these people has been
utilized.
An added limitation of this study is the fact that the author is
developing a methodology
. Methodologies have strengths, as indicated
earlier, but they also have weaknesses. Two weaknesses of methodologies
were stated by Brooks (1975):
The primary weakness of methodologies is their novelty. . . . Dis-
semination of products based on methodological development will be
difficult
.
A second weakness of methodologies is the form in which they
are typically produced. The form is basically an outline of steps,
substeps infinitum
. This complexity causes problems to even
experienced methodologists. In addition to the complexity of
methodologies, some potential consumers are put off by what appears
to be an over-emphasis on structure. (Brooks, 197 5 > p* 22)
However, it seems to this author that the strengths outweigh the weak-
nesses. Concerning the second weakness, only one of the researchers
interviewed had problems with the format even though it was explained,
as it was to others, that a rationale was also to be written. The
problem of novelty and dissemination seems minimal, too, since many of
the researchers suggested publication of the methodology and its
rationale when it was revised.
Summary
The process for developing and testing IR Methodology followed the
steps of Metamethodology. The author prepared herself to use "Meta"
by taking a course on that methodology . The problem was chosen in
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Chapter II and tested in Chapter III. Next a purpose for the method-
ology was stated. Much effort was expended in reading and talking to
people in the area, and, after several attempts, the purpose was
stated as:,
to probe deeply into the workings of an institution of post-
secondary education to generate knowledge about the institu-
tion for decision making.
The next step of "Meta" is to analyze implications of the purpose.
Stimulus statements help to generate the implications
. Two tests of
completeness, literature search and interview, helped to generate more
implications. These led to an initial draft of the methodology.
Operationalization of the purpose was next, but the author decided that
this will be done within the context of the institution through steps
designed in the methodology. After this the steps and substeps of
each major process of the initial draft of the methodology were
developed. Upon completion of a satisfactory methodology, interviews
of practicing researchers (subjects) tested the completeness and
logic of the methodology. Then a review of the interviews led to a
revision and Draft II. A field test of IR Methodology was not done
at this time.
Some limitations of the study were also listed. Among them were
(l) this will not be a finished product, but a beginning; (2) no field
test is planned; (3) Metamethodology was used as a development tool;
{k) the numbers of people in the tests of completeness were small;
(5) the author had limited field experience in IR; (6) methodologies
have weaknesses as well as strengths.
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The remainder of the dissertation is arranged in the following
manner
:
In Chapter IV the development of Institutional Research Methodology
and its rationale is explained.
Chapter V presents the tests of completeness of Draft I of IR
Methodology produced through the seven interviews.
In Chapter VI there is an explanation of the revisions of Draft I
of IR Methodology which were made on the basis of
the interviews conducted.
Finally, Chapter VII presents a summary of the development of IR
Methodology and recommendations for further research
and development of this Methodology.
CHAPTER IV
DRAP'T I OF A
mi;thodology for institutional research
AND ITS RATIONALE
As has been stated, the purpose of this study is to develop an
Institutional Research Methodology whose purpose is;
to probe deeply into the workings of an institution of post-
secondary education in order to generate knowledge about the
institution for decision making.
The procedure used to develop such a methodology is Metamethodology
which was briefly explained in Chapter II, and whose major processes
were considered in the chapter on procedures (Chapter III). The above
purpose has been tested for desirability, operationalizability
,
and
practicability. This Chapter will deal with the next three processes
in the development of a methodology. This Chapter will concern itself
with the following: (a) identification and analysis of the implica-
tions of the purpose; (b) sequencing of the attributes to form the
initial major processes; (c) the design of a set of systematic, opera-
tional, standardized set of rules and procedures for accomplishing the
purpose including the rationale for this Methodology
.
There is a major process for operationalizing the purpose of the
Methodology which comes before the designing of the procedures. However,
as stated in Chapter III, operationalization should be left within the
context of the institution. Therefore, steps for operationalizing the
purpose were built into the Methodology to safeguard the individuality
10 )+
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ot the researcher and the institution and the circumstances surrounding
them both.
Implications of the Purpose
The purpose plays a major part in the development of’ a methodology.
Wiien a purpose is sufficiently clear implications flow from it and from
these flow the major processes and finally the steps and substeps.
The purpose of Institutional Research Methodology is stated above.
The author used the stimulus statements suggested in Metamethod-
olog^’’ to help generate the implications of the purpose. The stimulus
statement and the implications generated are as follows
:
1 . Stimulus :
Imagine and write down in what ways you could fail to accomplish
the purpose.
Implications :
Data are not available.
Others do not want to supply the information that is needed.
Only certain information is available.
Data are not being used.
You are the "right-hand man" of the administration only.
There is no cooperation from the staff.
Decision makers do not want you to probe deeply.
Only surface studies are allowed.
Knowledge is not generated because of vested interests.
Only certain studies are allowed.
Confidence in OIR is lacking; therefore there is no decision
making fiom the knowledge generated.
There is a conflict of interest within the researcher.
The decision maker and/or the campus community is disinterested in
the study.
There is a lack of personnel in OIR.
There is a lack of resources for OIR.
Data Processing is overloaded.
The decision makers are unable to articulate what kind of data is
needed to make decisions.
There are restrictions made by administrators regarding reporting.
Stimulus :
Imagine and write down in what ways you can accomplish the purpose,
avoiding all problems.
Implications :
You have the confidence of the staff, the faculty, the administra-
tion.
The roles of IR are defined.
IR is an all-university function.
Data from other offices are available.
OIR has the cooperation of faculty, staff, administration.
There are competent institutional researchers.
There is an OIR staff.
The OIR staff is efficient.
The OIR staff is objective.
Data are used.
You can study "all" workings.
Studies are requested and done by OIR.
There are no vested interests on anyone's part.
Politics of the institution are recognized but not catered to.
There is careful planning before doing a study.
The institutional researchers know the philosophy and goals of
the institution.
There is agreement on what OIR is.
staff and/or Director know what is available for solving certain
problems or conducting certain kinds of studies.
Staff has some knowledge of research design, higher education,
statistics, and maybe also organizational development,
leadership and administration, computers.
Stimulus :
Imagine the purpose being accomplished; write down what is
happening.
Implications :
Decisions are being made from knowledge generated.
OIR is in a central position.
OIR has the cooperation of "all" on campus.
IR is an all-campus function.
OIR has a staff.
Studies are being done on many topics including: environment,
facilities, faculty, students, processes and operations.
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outcomes, cost, budget, services, admissions, grades, courses,
curriculum and instruction.
Reports are written in a readable fashion as well as a technical
one
.
Reports are professional.
Researchers are objective, efficient, orderly.
Institutional researchers are on good terms with as many on campus
as possible.
There exists cooperation with other IR and state agencies.
OIR does the HEGIS report or coordinates it.
OIR does evaluations, needs analyses, projections, trend studies.
OIR maintains a data base.
Data are being generated for policy making and planning purposes.
OIR has an adequate budget.
OIR and its staff are trusted.
Reports are being read.
Decisions are being made on the basis of OIR reports.
Weaknesses are found before eruption occurs.
Routine studies are being done.
Many methods of research are being used.
Consultants are called in when necessary.
Two tests of completeness were then conducted so that the author
would have a more complete list of implications of the purpose. The
first was to quickly check the literature already reviewed. The author
asked the "what is happening" question as she looked through the
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literature. Ihe lollowing implications emerged:
The Office ol Institutional Research is: collecting data; finding
flaws or weaknesses; defining strengths; identifying programs
utilizing undue amounts of resources; studying the utilization
of resources; studying purposes; analyzing and interpreting
data; conducting penetrating examinations of the workings of
the institution; asking faculty with special expertise to
help; writing accurate reports; reporting errors or problems
encountered in a study; facilitating decision making; not
biasing data; a continuing operation; doing useful studies;
conducting timely studies; determining what decisions need
to be made (anticipating problems); doing projects of its
own; updating information; working on new projects; aiding
in conducting a self-study of the institution; helping those
making long-range plans.
The OIR staff is accepted; maintains confidentiality (especially
when collecting data), and cuts across vested interests—even
their own.
The OIR uses its own resources wisely.
The institutional researchers know values, bases of judgments and
approaches of decision makers; the purpose of each study, of
what use it will be, and with what problem(s) it will deal;
what values will form the basis of the decisions to be made,
with what the decision maker is concerned; the priorities of
of the institution; the focus of any study; the approach of
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"the decision makers how the decision innker makes decisions
;
the goals of the institution.
The second test of completeness of the implications of the purpose
was conducted by asking Dr. Larry Benedict to voice the implications
he saw generated from the purpose of IR Methodology. The following
constitute his response;
1. You need procedures to identify decision makers.
For whom are you probing deeply?
When do you probe deeply for whom?
For what reasons do you probe deeply for whom?
Is this different for public and private colleges?
Is this for all decision making levels or just for some?
How flexible should the probers be?
Who are the probers? Identify them.
What is the relation of the prober to the decision maker?
What is the relation of the prober to knowledge? to the
decision?
2. You need procedures to identify the decision making structure.
Is it the internal or external decision making structure?
When is a person in the decision making structure?
What kind of data is needed to make decisions?
Longitudinal data are needed not for an immediate decision
maker but for a potential need.
There are both immediate and long-range needs for decision
making and these take different processes of collection.
storage, retrieval, reporting.
What kinds of decisions are made by whom?
Ill
What decisions are made on cycle?
3.
_
You need procedures to identify what types of knowledge.
There are decisions made on cycle—the same time each year;
more inunediate decisions; non-decisions—data collection.
You need a pool or bank to collect datum.
There may be different processes for different kinds of
institutions; it depends on the role of IR.
You may use Needs Analysis; interview techniques, such as
the Operationalization of Fuzzy Concepts; catalogues
for a literature-type search.
Knowledge may already be generated—do not regenerate knowledge.
You need a step for this.
Procedures on how to report, depending on to whom you are
reporting, are needed.
What kinds of data get reported?
In what ways are data reported? Brief description? Narrative?
Computer printout?
There is a regularity function. Procedures are needed to do
standard studies other than those used to find out new
information
.
k. Operationalize "workings," "probe deeply," who, how.
Workings and knowledge are much the same; depending on the
knowledge, you get the workings. Therefore, have good
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procedures to identify the kinds of knowledge needed.
Knowledge collection implies probe deeply.
Define the role of the researcher.
Operationalize kinds of knowledge.
Identifying kinds of knowledge is most important.
5. Identify procedures to phase into levels of probing and the frequency
of probing.
This would be technical—more like a flow chart.
It would be for regular and cyclical studies too.
Other comments were made by Dr. Benedict after a comparison of
the implications generated by the author and those generated by Dr.
Benedict. The additional comments were as follows:
Disseminate the role of IR to other parts of the institution.
There is an emergent basis of needs.
There needs to be a process for evaluating the adequacy of the
data collected as compared to the need for the data.
Maybe there should be a cyclical evaluation step including
evaluation according to IR, decision makers, others.
It is hard to find out values.
The decision making structure changes.
The Sequencing of Elements
From these implications the following major categories or attributes
emerged: Role of IR; Staff of IR; Decision making structure; Decision
makers; Wliat kinds of knowledge are desired; Strategies; Problems;
Reporting; Evaluation. However, after another brief test of completeness
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with Dr. Hutchinson, some of these categories were subsumed into
others and two preliminary categories were added. These were put into
a logical sequence and comprise the Major Processes of the initial
Draft I of Institutional Research Methodology. These Major Processes,
with a short rationale for each, follow:
Preliminaries :
Assumptions
. What assumptions has the author made about the persons
who will use this IR Methodology? These few assumptions will be stated
here
.
Plan to Use the IR Methodology
. How does a person acquaint himself/her-
self with the methodology? Steps for this will be given as well as
steps for planning resources to begin to implement the Methodology.
I • Define the Role of Institutional Research . It is very important
for the institutional researcher to know what his/her role is in
the institution. By meeting with the immediate superior over
OIR the role can be clarified in several steps and enable the
OIR to get on with its work. Procedures for meeting with the
superior and issues to be discussed will be set forth in this
step. The result of defining the role will set the tone of IR
in that particular institution. This is a crucial first step.
II. Identify the Decision Making Structure . By identifying the
decision making structure, the researchers of OIR can better
perform their jobs since they will better understand how the
institution operates and some of its politics. Thus, a process
will be designed to help the researcher identify this structure
III.
Note
:
IV.
V.
VI.
llh
in a systematic way.
P^Ian a Year's Activities
. To help any endeavor to proceed in
a more effective and efficient way, planning is needed. There
are some major points that should be reviewed yearly too. Pro-
cedures for such things as setting the year's goals and objectives
of OIR, staffing changes, budget, setting policies for the year,
considering mandatory and cyclic studies or reports that must
be done, and some sort of calendar-timetable will be included
in this major process.
The remainder of the major processes deal with conducting any
study or project of OIR. Therefore, these processes should be
used for individual studies.
Identify Decision Makers
. As was seen in the implications, it
is necessary for the researcher to know for whom he/she is doing
the study and what other people might be using the data. Pro-
cedures for identifying these inforniation users and immediate
decision makers will make up this major process.
Identify Types of Knowledge Desired . Before doing any study,
the researcher must know what the decision maker really wants;
what is the purpose of the study? Thus, this process will include
procedures to find out exactly what the purpose of the study is,
what the parameters are, and what kind of study is desired.
Design Strategies for Obtaining Knowledge Desired . Once the
researcher knows exactly what the decision maker wants and the
parameters of the study, then the strategies for obtaining the
I
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knowledge must be designed. Procedures will be included in
this process for determining where the sources of information
are, including available expertise on the topic under considera-
tion; looking at existing strategies to see if they can be
utilized; designing own strategies if no existing ones are
useful.
VII. Implement Strategies
. After the strategies for conducting the
study have been designed, the next step is to implement them.
Of importance in implementation is securing the cooperation
of those identified as sources of information. Procedures for
these will make up this process, as well as for analyzing and
interpreting the data.
VIII. Reporting Procedures . After carrying out any study some sort of
report is expected to communicate the findings to the decision
makers. Straightforward procedures for reporting will be the main
part of this major process.
IX. Evaluate the Institutional Research Process . Every endeavor
should be evaluated to see if the purpose for which it was
begun was accomplished. Other positive outcomes may also have
occurred. To maintain high quality, some sort of scrutiny of
one's work should take place. Thus, procedures to evaluate each
study carried out by OIR will be included in this process. There
will also be procedures for evaluating the year's work of OIR
overall.
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Draft I ot IR Methodology: Procedures with Rationale
As was stated earlier, this dissertation represents a first step
in the development of an Institutionai. Research Methodology. There-
fore, it is a continuing process. At this point in its development,
it was decided that the processes were sufficiently developed to warrant
the first test of completeness of IR Methodology. There are still
gaps and many parts are not yet operational, but these will be
taken care of in time. In reading through the methodology, it is
important to remember that a methodology gives a set of rules and pro-
cedures, but that does not mean that it is sacrosanct. The user is
expected to adapt its use to his/her particular situation.
The remainder of this Chapter will present Draft I* of IR Method-
ology with its rationale. Each procedure will be considered with its
rationale and any major gaps identified by the author. (A gap is defined
as an interruption in continuity.) The complete version of Draft II
can be found in Appendix C. The rationale for Draft I will serve as a
preliminary to understanding and using Draft II.
The various procedures of IR Methodology (Draft l) will be presented
in outline form within boxes. The rationale and gaps for the procedures
will follow in prose form.
* Only the major parts, steps and substeps will be presented with
rationale. Further breakdown of substeps will be omitted in the
discussion of rationale.
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In developing the methodology, it became evident that the author
was making certain assumptions about the audience for which the method-
ology is intended. Since it is intended to be mainly for new institu-
tional researchers, it was believed that the few assumptions being made
should be stated. It is not meant to rule out as an audience practicing
institutional researchers since it is hoped that they will find some
use for this methodology.
The author recognizes the fact that the assumptions are not very
operationally stated. However, this is not one of the main sections
of the methodology so further operationalization and the filling of
gaps can be postponed for the moment.
Plan to Use Institutional Research Methodology
A. Become familiar with all the steps of the methodology.
1. Commit self to the purpose of the methodology which is:
to probe deeply into the workings of an institution
of postsecondary education in order to generate
knowledge about the institution for decision making.
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2. Read through the entire methodology.
In order to use any tool, it is desirable that the user know some-
thing about the tool. It was for this reason that the author added
this second preliminary section to the methodology. Since the purpose
of any endeavor is of great importance to the author, it was felt that
if a person is about to use IR Methodology he/she should be committed
to the purpose—which in this case is the author's definition of insti-
tutional research.
It is possible to use parts of this methodology independent of
other parts. Then committment to the purpose as stated may not be
necessary. However, this needs more thought and these preliminary steps
are not the most important ones of the methodology, so later revisions
may operationalize this step to a greater degree, but it will not be
done at this time.
Plan to Use Institutional Research Methodology
.
(Continued)
B. Decide on resource allocation for Major Process I.
1. Determine how much of your time is available to complete
Major Process I.
2. Decide approximately how many meetings will be necessary to
complete Major Process I.
3. Allocate your time to each of the steps of Major Process I.
This second part of planning was included in the preliminary steps
since resource allocation is important throughout the methodology espe—
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cially in terms of time. It was decided that determining how much of
the researcher's time was available to define the role of IR in the
institution was a good place to begin.
Major Process I . Define the Role of Institutional Research
.
The most important part of any Job is to know what is expected and
what the Job entails. This is especially so in institutional research
which is a new field. The practitioners themselves cannot agree as to
its role in the institution. Also after examining the implications
generated, it was very evident that defining the role of IR is of utmost
importance. As stated earlier, the definition of the role of IR in
this institution sets the tone of its workings from then on. Also
having this as a first process enables the differing characteristics of
the researcher and the institution to be taken into account.
Major Process I
.
(Continued)
A. Meet with the administrator (hiring agent and/or immediate
superior decision maker). Identify this person as the ADM.
1. Ask for the ADM's definition of institutional research.
2. Ask for the ADM's ideas on what the functions of institu-
tional research are.
3. Ask for the ADM's ideas of what the characteristics of a
good institutional researcher are.
4. The institutional researcher gives his/her definition and
ideas on the above.
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5. Discuss any discrepancies between the decision maker's
definition and ideas of institutional research and those
of the institutional researcher.
5.1. Come to a definition of institutional research which
is agreeable to both.
5.2. Test this definition against the purpose of Institu-
tional Research (IR) Methodology.
5.3. Come to a common list of functions of an Office of
Institutional Research.
5.4. Come to a common list of characteristics of institu-
tional research.
6. Document the discussion of A. 5. above.
6.1. Articulate the goals of an Office of Institutional
Research (OIR) from the discussion of 5.
6.2. Discuss the goal statements if needed.
6.3. Write out the goals of OIR.
In order to define the role of institutional research in the
institution, the author believes that there should be mutual agreement
between the researcher and his/her immediate superior. Therefore, a
meeting between the two is written into the methodology . If there is
not some kind of agreement, problems of scope may later arise.
It was decided that the better beginning at this meeting would
be to find out what the administrator's ideas on institutional research
are, including definition, functions, characteristics. Then the
researcher can voice his/her ideas. That way discrepancies can be
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quickly spotted without jeopardizing the researcher.
Any differences of opinions can be ironed out at that time so that
both the researcher and the administrator have the same understanding
of the nature and scope of institutional research at the institution.
This can then be documented by the writing out of the goals of OIR,
since the goals would be related to the nature and scope of IR.
Major Process I
. (Continued)
B. Describe the Institution.
1. Obtain a brief statement of the histoi^ of the institution.
1.1. Obtain a brief oral statement from the ADM.
1.2. Procure a short written document of such.
2. Obtain the goals and objectives statements of the institu-
tion .
2.1. Obtain these orally from the ADM.
2.2. Procure a written document if such exists.
3. Obtain an Organizational Chart from the ADM.
U. Obtain the General Procedures Manual from the ADM.
Another way to help to define the role of IR is to know the role
of the institution. Besides talking to people at the institution,
various documents can be used to describe the institution. The ones
listed are those which the author thinks would be available in most
institutions. They would also require little time from the administrator
and could be studied at another time by the researcher.
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MaJ or Proces s I. (Continued)
C. Discuss resources with the ADM.
1 . Ask the ADM the amount of time to be stipuJ.ated for the
Director and Staff of OIR.
2. Determine what staff there will be.
1
—
1
CVJ Determine if there will be a Director.
2.2. Consider Assistants.
2.3. Determine what secretarial service is necessary.
2.k. Consider if a staff statistician is necessary.
2.5. Discuss aid from faculty.
2.6. Determine what student help can be utilized.
Another important factor in defining the role of IR in the insti-
tution is resources. No matter what agreements have been reached in
the first part of this process, resources or the lack thereof put new
boundaries on the role of IR. There are several areas of resources
which should be considered. Time is an important resource. Is the
Director to be part-time or full-time? What about the staff—are they
to be part-time only, full-time only, or some part-time, some full-time?
If there is to be a staff, who will make up the staff? Even if
in the first year there is only a Director, other possibilities should
be discussed, so that all options are covered for the future. Two
important considerations for staffing that the author especially wanted
included are utilization of faculty expertise and student aid—both
undergraduate work-study and graduate research assistants. These would
certainly expand the amount ol' work that OIH can do and would be very
economical
.
The next resource the author thought should be discussed was the
office itself. Some of the points, such as space and equipment, would
probably be asked of anyone starting or coming into an office, but have
been added in the interest of completeness. Of significance to the
author is the location of OIR. Is it near the decision makers who might
utilize OIR most? Is it near the most necessary information sources?
If not, time can be wasted in going back and forth between offices.
A very important resource for OIR is data processing time. It is
always possible that data processing can be overloaded with work.
Therefore, a clarification as to what time is available to OIR is
necessary. Some other issues not mentioned here but implied are the
priority system of data processing, the system itself and the procedures
utilized. This step does need to be expanded.
Major Process I. (Continued)
C. 5« Ask about obtaining cooperation from others.
5.1. Consider the cooperation of Vice-Presidents (or Vice-
Chancellors )
.
5.2. Consider the cooperation of the Registrar.
5.3. Consider the cooperation of the Deans.
5.i+. Consider the cooperation of the Business Officer.
5.5. Consider the cooperation of the Faculty.
5.6. Consider the cooperation of Administrators not
already considered.
5.7. Consider gaining the cooperation of the students.
5.8. Consider others' cooperation.
Cooperation from others, especially at the inception of an OIR,
is vital. Without being able to get the cooperation of those who are,
or possess, sources of data, the OIR would not be able to operate. It
was the author's intent to try to list as many people as possible who
might be potential data sources or even whose cooperation it might be
politically advantageous to have. This is meant to be more of a check-
list section for consideration.
Ma.ior Process I . (Continued)
C. 6. Discuss the Budget.
6.1. Determine the salaries of the OIR staff.
6.2. Determine how mucii can be stipulated for supplies.
6.3. Determine how much can be budgeted for equiijment
.
6.H. Determine available duplicating budget.
6.5. Determine what a reasonabie phone budget can be.
6.6. Approximate postage costs.
6.7. Consider possible needs for consultants.
6.8. Consider any costs to be budgeted for travel.
6.9. Consider approximately how much is needed for sub-
scriptions and books.
6.10. Discuss which memberships can be considered institu-
tional and which must be considered personal.
6.11. Determine how much can be budgeted for conferences.
6.12. Consider any miscellaneous expenses.
The last resource that the author thought should be discussed is
what most people consider the most obvious resource: budget. This is
also meant to be a checklist. The author does not assume that there
will be money allocated for every category in every IR office. However,
unless the possibility of these things is discussed, unnecessary
restraints may be put on the office. Also, one of the processes that
the author had no idea about when setting up an OIR was budget categorie
A good reference on budget is given by Cook (l9Tl) when he suggests
that lh%-2% of the operating budget make up that of OIR. He suggested
the following categories for the budget: Director, Data Processing,
Duplicating Service, Memberships, Journals and References, Consultants,
Travel and In-Service, Secretarial Service, and Hidden Costs (p.
195).
126
Ma.ior Process I
. (Continued)
D. Plan for the management of the OIR.
1. Define the role of the Director to Staff.
2. Discuss where the OIR fits in the Organizational Chart.
Yet another element in defining the role of IR in the institution
is to look at the management of the office. The role of the Director
to the staff should he considered. The purpose of this is to consider
the possibility of having a statistician, programmer and the like as
staff members. Are these considered to be under the Director of OIR
or are they considered to be members of various offices and, therefore,
under a different administrator? There is a gap here in the development
of the methodology. More thought will have to go into this before more
steps are developed.
Where does OIR fit in the Organizational Chart? This is important
in defining the role of IR. If it is within the Office of the President,
Chancellor, or some Vice-President, it will be considered as a tool of
the administration and may, by that fact alone, alienate faculty and stu-
dents. If, on the other hand, it is in an autonomous position where it
is available to all, this may make it more acceptable and trustworthy in
the eyes of most at the institution. It will then be seen as an all-
university function, thus, broadening its scope rather than narrowing it.
Ma.lor Process I . (Continued)
D. 3. Discuss the possibility of an Advisory Board.
i?7
3.1. State its purpose.
3.2. Discuss its inembershij)
.
3.3. Consider the frequency of its meetings if this is
feasible at this time.
A controversial subject which the author has read and heard about
is that of an Advisory Board. It has been both extolled and rejected.
The author tends to see its merits and believes that it should be con-
sidered as a possibility. Its pui'pose should be, in the author's
opinion, to help set policy—not to help operate the office. A state-
ment of its purpose, if it is decided by the administrator and researcher
to have one, can help to limit its authority. The author's ideas on
membership follow those of the place of OIH in the organization. It
is the author's intent to include the possibility of all groups
(administration, faculty, students) to be represented as members. This
is an issue that needs to be discussed. Also the question of frequency
of meetings should be considered. If meetings are too frequent, it
will be hard to get members; on the other hand, if meetings are too
infrequent, membership may fall because of lack of interest. A happy
medium is needed. The notion of an Advisory Board needs to be developed
further. This is a recognized gap. Hopefully tVie next draft of IR
Methodology will further operationalize this concept.
Major Process I . (Continued)
D. 4. Consider corrunittees that members of OIR are expected to
sit in on.
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An excellent way for the researcher to know the institution and
also to help in his/her duties as institutional researcher is to attend
meetings and observe what is happening. Discussing what committees
members of OIR are expected to sit in on can also help the researcher
get a sense of the role of IR in the institution. Im^iortant committees
should be on this list. This would indicate that IR is an important
function. This step, too, needs to be further operationalized—What
kinds of conuuittees? What kind of membership on committees? need to be
asked
.
Ma.1
E.
or Process I
.
(Continued)
Discuss the following issues.
1. Discuss possible kinds of studies to be conducted.
1.1. Consider mandatory studies, such as HEGIS.
1.2. Consider studies to build a data base.
1.3. Consider cyclical studies.
l.U. Consider OIR projects.
1 . 5 . Consider internal requests for studies (i.e., internal
to the institution but external to the OIR).
1.6. Consider external requests for studies (i.e., agencies
or persons external to the institution)—other than
those that are mandatory.
2. Determine initial criteria for prioritization ot kinds ot
studies
.
Discuss sources of requests for studies to be done by OIR.3.
129
3.1. Discuss requests by one administrator only.
3.2. Discuss requests by other administrators.
3.3. Discuss requests by faculty.
3.^t. Discuss requests by student groups.
3.5. Discuss requests by outside agencies.
3.6. Discuss OIR project requests.
U. Determine the initial criteria for prioritizing sources
of requests.
5. Compare the goals and objectives of the institution
(I.B.2.) and those of OIR (l.A.6.).
5.1. Identify any discrepancies.
5.2. Resolve any discrepancies.
6. If all of A-E have been discussed and agreed upon, go to
F; otherwise go to 7.
7. Resolve any disagreements still not resolved.
7.1. If all disagreements are resolved, go to F.
7.2. If unable to resolve disagreements, do not continue.
E
After discussing all of the previous topics in helping to define
the role of IR at the institution, the author felt there were a few
other issues to be discussed. These include the possible kinds of
studies to be conducted. Mandatory studies are those which are required
by some external agency, such as the federal or state government.
Studies to build a data base are those for which detailed information
are routinely kejjt, such as simple counts and tabulations on students,
programs, staff, facilities. Cyclical studies are those which recur
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regularly, such as the end-of-year progress report on the college's long-
range plan. OIR projects are those which are initiated by the staff of
OIR. Requests for studies are categorized according to whether the
request comes irom inside or outside the institution. Internal requests
for studies are those which are made by persons or offices within the
institution, such as a request by the Academic Dean for a retention
study. External requests are those made by persons or agencies outside
of the institution (other than mandatory ones), such as requests from
other colleges. If only mandatory, cyclical and possibly OIR projects
can be done, excluding requested studies, this limits the scope of IR.
Likewise, if only top administrators can request studies, then there is
the danger that OIR will be seen as a tool of the administration and pos-
sibly mistrusted by the rest of the institution. It is the goal of OIR,
in the author's opinion, to be an all-university function, and anything
that limits this lessens its effectiveness. However, if this is what
both the researcher and the administrator want, then this is what the
role of IR will be at that institution. These issues should be dis-
cussed so that each understands this definition of role.
Since the IR office is in an institution, then the OIR's goals and
objectives should be consistent with those of the institution. If
there are discrepancies, then these should be discussed since that means
that either the goals and objectives of the institution are not correctly
stated or that the role of IR in the institution has not been suffi-
ciently defined.
At this point the author believes that there should not be any
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major disagreements on any of the points discussed. Hefore work is
begun, these should be resolved,
'['here is a step included in the method-
ology to remind the user of IR Methodology to resolve any such dis-
agreements
.
After the issues above have been discussed and there has been
agreement on all major points, then the researcher is ready to prepare
some sort of contract. Whether or not there is a standard contract at
the institution, the author feels that a documentation of the agreements
reached during the previous discussions is advisable. The major points
include a Job description which flows from the whole set of discussions,
goals of OIR, resources, and management of OIR—especially the point
about the Advisory Board.
Major Process I . (Continued)
G. Both parties sign contract if all is agreed upon; if not, go
back to the disagreement point and go through whatever steps
in the methodology deal with this.
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After the documentation of the meetings is written, it should
be signed by both the researcher and the administrator. This is seen
as a contract as well as any other contract required by the institution.
There should be no disagreements left at this point, but in case there
are major ones, these should be resolved or the researcher sfiould not
consider staying or should compromise his/her position if he/she really
wants the position.
Major Process T
. (Continued)
H. Revise contract specifications at least every five years or
sooner depending on the long-range planning process at the
institution
.
During the course of executing a job, various changes may take
place through a series of events. The author believes that the contract
drawn up in F. should be revised at least every five years. This will
probably be reviewed yearly, but five years is given as a maximum length
of time that should elapse before looking at the role of IR in the
institution again. If the long-range plans for the institution change
the focus or goals and objectives of the institution to such a degree
that the role of IR changes then this should be a point of reconsidering
the contract.
Major Process II . Identify the Decision Making Structure in the
Institution.
133
To identify the decision making structure was another implication
that was stressed. Since there are the formal decision making structure
and the informal, the author decided that tiie next process necessary
for an institutional researcher was to determine what these are. In
the process of finding out what the formal structure is it was hoped
that the informal would also evolve. Once these structures are known,
the researcher will know where certain kinds of reports or information
should go and who to corltact for certain kinds of information. Thus,
this step was developed. It is not as fully developed as other steps
in the methodology, but is developed as much as was appropriate, given
the amount of time available.
Ma.jor Process II
.
(Continued)
A. Determine what resources are available for this study.
Before going through any process, it is desirable to know what
resources the researcher can use for the project. The amount of
resources available determines the scope of any undertaking. This
particular process will also be an evolving one, so in the author's
mind, time is the most important resource.
Major Process II . (Continued)
B. Determine your purpose for conducting such a study and how you
will use the information.
(Generally, if the Decision Making Structure is known, it will
help in conducting other studies since a clear picture of
13U
what kinds of decisions certain decision makers make, input
used for decisions, etc. is known. This will aid in effi-
ciently using resources, identifying decision makers and
deciding what should be included in reporting to specific
decision makers
.
)
After determining the resources available, a necessary question
is, Wiiy is the project being done?" For this step some of the reasons
I
are cited in an explanatory note. This method was used anywhere that
an explanation was deemed necessary by the author.
It is not recommended to find out this information for curiosity's
sake. If this is the only purpose for this process, then it is recom-
mended that the user of the methodology not conduct any such study. In
itself determining the decision making structure is a "touchy" subject.
Hostility is the last thing the researcher should be fostering. It
would be the fastest way to render OIR ineffective and useless.
Major Process II
.
(Continued)
C. Identify the decision makers (DMs) of the institution.
1. Make a list from the Organizational Chart obtained in
I.B.3.
2. Test the completeness of this list as the study progresses.
The remaining major steps in this process follow those steps for
any study. Thus, the next step is to define the population group.
In this case it is the decision makers. It was decided to use what the
the researcher already has which is the Organizational Chart. As the
researcher works with the decision makers on the chart, other decision
makers will be pointed out and the list can be expanded. In this way
the identification of the informal structure can begin.
MaJ or Process II. (Continued)
D. Identify what knowledge is desired.
1. Consider the implications of the purpose for this study.
2. Consider questions that you want answered.
2.1. Consider who reports to each DM.
2.2. Consider to whom each DM reports.
2.3. Consider what kinds of decisions each DM makes
(e.g., concerning curriculum, personnel, budget,
etc
. )
2.k. Consider how decisions are made by each DM, according
to each kind of decision.
2.5. Consider what input is needed in making each kind
of decision.
2.6. Consider who provides this input.
2.T. Consider who makes the final decision.
2.8. Consider who gives final approval.
2.9. Consider into what types of decisions this decision
maker has input.
2.10 . Consider any other questions.
Continuing in the study vein, the next question is, "What do I
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want to know?" If the researcher's purpose is similar to the one
suggested, then several possible questions are given for consideration.
Looking at the purpose and generating implications may also give
another set of questions. The questions suggested in the methodology
were those that the author thought would help in determining the informal
structure as well as categorizing decision makers as to types of decisions
made.
Ma.ior Process II
. (Continued)
E. Design a strategy for conducting the study.
1. Consider any existing strategies.
(There are some questions on decision making in the Likert
Profile which may be used in a questionnaire.)
1.1. Determine if any strategies exist.
1.2. Determine if they are appropriate for this study.
1.3. Choose the strategy that best fits this study.
l.i+. Plan to implement this strategy.
1.5. Go to F.
2. Design your own strategy for conducting this study. Go
to VI. E.
(Consider such strategies as interviews with DMs , a
questionnaire to be sent to a sample of the institution,
studying memos and correspondence, etc.)
How does one obtain this kind of information? Are there any exist-
ing strategies for determining the structure? Some questions on the
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Likert Profile (1967) do deal with decision making if the strate^ry
decided upon is a questionnaire. If there are any ways that deal with
decision making structures, these should be considered. If none are
appropriate then the next step would be to design one's own strat-
egies. There are several suggestions made. The way that is decided
upon should be the one that generates the least threat to the decision
makers. The threat level and climate at the institution are very
important variables which must be taken into account. These are not
mentioned in the methodology itself, but should be seriously considered.
Otherwise the tolerance level of the decision makers for OIR may reach
its limits.
Ma.ior Process II . (Continued)
F. Carry out strategy planned. Go to VII.
Whatever strategy is planned needs to be executed. This is the
next logical step. A whole major process concerning the implementation
of strategies has been developed and those steps should be followed
here as well. They will be discussed as Major Process VII.
Major Process II . (Continued)
G. Draw up a new Organizational Chart.
H. Summarize how each DM makes decisions— for reference use only.
The results of the identification of the decision making structure
are given. One result may be that a new Organizational Chart should
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be drawn up—a real Organizational Chart. Many times there are dis-
crepancies between the formal Chart and the reality of the decision
making process at the institution. Another result is the identifica-
tion of the decision making structure. The author suggests summarizing
how each decision maker makes decisions. A suimnarization by kind of
decision could also be drawn up. These, however, are to help OIR be
more efficient and effective in its dealings with decision makers.
They are not for general dissemination. They are not meant to be
change-inciting documents. The author thinks that these should only
be available to the OIR staff for the purpose of reference.
Major Process II
.
(Continued)
I. Update this study whenever there is a new DM or a change in
DM level.
J. Repeat Major Process II at least every five years.
There are always changes taking place in the decision making
structure. In order to have the documents above remain meaningful and
useful, they need to be updated continually. The author thinks that
this should be done whenever there is a change in level or in decision
maker. As with the previous process, this should be repeated every
five years. Updating may not catch all of the nuances that going
through the whole process may discover.
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Before the processes for individual studies were stated, it was
decided that a yearly process should be developed. For the first year
many of the steps discussed in this process were those discussed with
the administrator. But after the first year of operation, some mechanism
for planning for the following year and reviewing what happened during
the current year is desirable. This process helps to inform the whole
OIR staff of the direction of the office and to get an overall view of
what they have done or not done.
Major Process III
.
(Continued)
A. Staff determines goals and objectives for next fiscal year (FY).
1. Review interim assessment of goals and objectives of current
FY if such an assessment is available.
2. Determine if current goals are still goals.
3. Determine if any new goals should be added.
U. Operationalize goals kept in 2 and added in 3 if not
already operationalized.
^4.1. Operationalize directly.
U.2. If this does not operationalize to the level desired,
go to 4.3.; otherwise go to 5-
4.3. Use Hutchinson's "Operationalization of Fuzzy
Concepts .
"
5. Determine the objectives for each goal stated for next FY.
6. Obtain the commitment of the OIR staff to these goals and
objectives
.
ll»0
T» If commi'tniGnt is not given by all to each goal and each
objective, consider those goals and objectives for which
commitment is not given.
7.1. Discuss reasons for disagreement.
7.2. Group resolves the problem.
7 . 3 . New statement is given.
7 .^. Commitment is given to new statements by al]
,
or if
commitment cannot be reached, discard the goal or
objective
.
Goals and objectives were considered as the best starting point
in planning a year's activities. In this way the staff can look at
its goals for last year and see if they were realistic or not; if they
have some of the same goals; or if the direction has changed enough to
warrant a complete new set of goals. From goals, specific objectives
can be determined. The staff chooses the goals and objectives rather
than Just one person, since these effect all of them. It was also
decided that the staff should be committed to all the goals and objec-
tives. The author was considering the OIR staff as a whole and, there-
fore, decided that all should be committed to the goals and objectives.
A brief process for doing this has been provided. There are pieces of
other methodologies concerning the goals process which are developed
to a much more detailed level (see Benedict's "The Goals Process in
the
Fortune/Hutchinson Evaluation Methodology," 1973; and Brooks' Mission/
Goais Articulation," 197^), therefore, the author did not spend
more
time developing this step.
Major Process III
. (Continued)
B. Determine any changes in staffing.
1. Determine if any new personnel are needed.
1.1. Determine the kind of personnel needed as profes-
sional, clerical, student.
1.2. Determine the kind of personnel needed as full-time,
part-time; assistantship
,
work-study.
1.3. Determine the job responsibilities of the new
personnel desired.
l.i+. Plan a process for interviewing prospective
applicants
.
2. Determine if there should be a shift in responsibilities
of the present staff.
2.1. Consider changes in job descriptions.
2.2. Consider the team approach.
The next step in planning a year's activities is to look at the
staff. Two questions of import are: "Do we need any new personnel?
and "Do responsibilities of present staff need to be changed?" By
asking these (questions at this time, a precedent is established
and
should lessen the amount of dissatisfaction with staffing patterns.
Needs and desires are voiced each year. Thus, each one knows
why
there are changes or why there are not changes in the
staffing pattern.
This can help to maintain a harmony within the office.
The author
realizes that more substeps can be developed here.
There really is no
discussion indicated, but it is implied.
Ma,jor Process III
. (Continued)
C. Prepare the budget with respect to goals and objectives for
next FY
.
1. E^valuate budget for current FY.
2. Discuss any changes in budget.
3. Incorporate any agreed upon changes.
4. Director or person responsible for the budget prepares
the budget statement according to the specifications of
the institution.
After goals and objectives and staffing have been discussed, then
the budget can be discussed. Because of the emphasis that the author
puts on goals and objectives, the budget is prepared with respect to
them. This step is very straightforward and simple. Major Process I
discusses some of the categories for the budget. This step does need
to be operationalized to a greater degree.
Major Process ITT . (Continued)
D. Meet with the Advisory Board.
1. Advisory Board approves goals and objectives generated by
OIR stal’f for next FY
.
1.1. Review goals and objectives.
1.2. Discuss any revisions and/or additions.
i.i. l^ecommend any changes.
lJ4. Approve goals and objectives.
If an Advisory Board exists, then it should also be included in
planning for the next year. There is a gap here since no steps exist
in the event that there is no Advisory Board. This will have to be
considered in the next draft.
The three major points: approving goals and objectives, determining
policy, planning to communicate policies, will require more than one
meeting with the Advisory Board. This is not stated in the methodology,
but is assumed.
The author sees one of the Board's responsibilities as approving
the goals and objectives written by the OIR staff. Actually this is
exactly what is intended—approval. However, there is room for change
if necessary.
MaJ or Process III. (Continued)
D. 2. Determine policies for next FY.
2.1. Determine what kinds of studies can be conducted
during the next FY.
2.2. Determine who can request studies during the next
FY.
TTie main responsibility of this Board is to help set the policies
of OIR for the next year. Therefore, all of the policy issues will be
discussed by its members. These issues are the same as those discussed
by the researcher and administrator in Major Process I. However, these
must be reviewed and changed or revised each year. There may be circum-
stances which would warrant elimination of a category of study or
requestor for a given year. For example, if the year for the college's
self-study for accreditation is approaching, more emphasis may be
placed on doing the self-study or aiding the committee in charge of it
and not accepting any requests for studies other than the mandatory or
cyclic ones done by OIR. Possibly only requests from major decision
makers might be accepted to leave more time for work on the self-
study. There are many varieties of circumstances and policies that are
possible for the following year.
Major Process III . (Continued)
D. 2.3. Prioritize studies to be conducted during the next FY
.
2.h. Allocate resources to studies.
After deciding what kinds of studies and who can request studies
for the following year then some means of prioritizing them need to be
established. It is not probable that many kinds of studies and many
different requests will be made at the same time. However, it is
possible that the office will receive more than it can handle at a
time. Some sort of criteria are necessary for prioritizing these
requests in order to choose those to be done. According to the pri-
oritization, resource allocations should be made. For example, it
might be decided that 50% of the resources for studies should be
allocated for those requested by the top administrators. One
gap in
this step is the absence of a discussion on emergency
studies. This
will have to be considered in the next draft of the
methodology.
Major Process III
. (Continued)
D. 2 . 5 . Determine the criteria for approving a study.
2.6. Determine the process for requesting studies.
Another policy question is what the criteria for approving a
study should be. Suppose that an administrator asks for a study to
be done which is conclusion-oriented research and not decision-oriented.
This is not consistent with the purpose of IR as stated at the beginning
of the methodology— if that is the one that the researcher is accepting.
Therefore, this request would not be accepted by the author, but she
would explain the reason to the administrator and suggest that he/she
approach someone in the psychology or sociology departments, depending
on the hypothesis to be tested. One criterion that the author would
suggest is that the request be consistent with the purpose of IR.
These criteria should be determined by the Advisory Board and OIR.
Another question on policy raised by the author was how to request
studies. Since she has found success in a request form which is filled
in by the requestor or for the requestor by the researcher, this is
one possibility that is suggested. Other ways are possible, but the
purpose of this step was to have the researcher think about this
question
.
Major Process III . (Continued)
D. 3. Plan to communicate policies to rest of the
institution.
3.1. Plan to disseminate a written communique of
policies
for next FY generated in D.2.3.2.
Plan an institution-wide meeting or series of
meetings to review and discuss policies disseminated
in the memo of 3.1. above—especially first year.
It was felt that after these policies are made, some way of
communicating them to the rest of the institution is advisable. If
people know what kinds of studies OIR can do next year, who can request
studies, how they are prioritized, what the criteria are for acceptance
as a project, how to request studies, then they are reminded that OIR
exists and exists for the good of the campus. Both written communique
and a large meeting or a series of small group meetings is advocated
so that anyone, after having read the policies, and who is interested
in discussing or having the researcher elaborate or clarify these
policies will have the opportunity to do so.
Major Process III . (Continued)
E. Set up a calendar-timetable for the next FY.
1. Schedule known dates up to this point.
1.1. Indicate the due date of goals and objectives for
the next FY.
1.2. Consider the amount of time necessary to formulate
goals and objectives.
1.3. Indicate the due date of mandatory reports.
l.U. Consider time and due date of cyclical reports.
1.5. Consider staff meetings.
1 . 6 . Indicate convention dates.
1 . 7 . Indicate dates of known trips.
1.8. Consider time of evaluation process of OIH.
1.9* Consider any other knowns.
2. Continue to use the calendar-timetable as the year
progresses
.
The last part of planning for next year is to set up a calendar-
timetable. It was thought that if the due dates of reports and known
dates when the staff will not be available were put on such a calendar-
timetable, then there would be less conflict as other projects emerged
during the course of the year. Of course, to be effective, it would
have to be continually used.
Major Process IV . Identify Decision Makers .
After the role of IR has been determined, the decision making
structure identified, and the year's activities planned, then the OIR
staff is ready to do various studies. Major Process IV is the beginning
of a series of processes to conduct a particular study, "^’fho wants
this information?" is the first question, and "vmo might use the
infor-
mation?" is another. This process is meant to set up procedures
to
answer these questions.
Major Processes IV to VI are meant to ask for each project:
Who?
What and Wliy? How?
Major Process IV
. (Continued)
A. Implement the Plan resulting from Major Process III.
In order to start a project, a plan is needed. Major Process III
gives a plan for approving studies to be done. The purpose of step A
is to choose a study to do using the criteria stipulated in the policy
setting section of the previous major process.
Major Process IV
.
(Continued)
B. If an approved study is mandatory, cyclical, or an office
project, go to D; otherwise go to C.
Once a project is approved, then the next question is, "What kind
of a study is it?" Categories were decided upon in Major Process I.
The author separated mandatory, cyclical, and office projects from
requested studies, since the procedure for identifying decision makers
is slightly different. This step was also added to guide the user to
the appropriate procedure.
Major Process IV . (Continued)
C. If the study is other than mandatory, cyclical, or an office
project, meet with the requestor of the study.
1. Identify the source of the request as the requestor
decision maker (RDM).
2. Identify the immediate decision makers for this
study (IDM),
this includes the RDM in most cases.
3. RDM identifies other DMs within the institution who may
also use this information.
U. RDM identifies any external sources who may use this infor-
mation
.
5. Go to E.
If the study is a requested one, many times it is not requested
by the major decision maker but by someone delegated by him/her. At
other times the requestor is an immediate decision maker on the topic.
The author thought this important enough to make the distinction.
There are also other decision makers who might use the information.
It is important to include them; otherwise, for example, one dean or
one faculty member may have information that is not available to
another even though this other person has need of it. The author
has, therefore, added steps to identify others, outside as well as
inside the institution, who might also find the information gathered
useful
.
Major Process IV . (Continued)
D. If the study is mandatory, cyclical, or an office project,
the OIR staff meets.
1. Identify the initial source of the request and/or recommen-
dation for the study.
Identify those conducting the study as the immediate DMs
(IDM)
.
2 .
3. Identify those internal DMs who may use this information.
U. Identify those external DMs who may use this information.
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The main difference between this procedure and that of step C
is that there is no requestor as such. However, there may have been
a requestor at one time or a recommendation made by someone. Under
these circumstances there is no RDM. The immediate decision makers
are identified as those members of the staff who are conducting the
study or project. This is to take care of any later references to
decision makers since there will be a reference to immediate decision
makers who were identified in this procedure. No matter what type of
study is being done, or who has requested it, others, who would
find the information useful, are identified as possible recipients
of the final report of the study.
Major Process IV . (Continued)
E. Conduct a Test of Completeness of the list of DMs.
1. Consider the Decision Making Structure found in II.
2. Staff of OIR identifies DMs for each study.
3. Add any DMs to list formed in C or D.
U. Present this list to the Director of OIR for approval
according to resources.
In order to be sure all those who should be identified as
decision
makers for the project are identified, a simple test of completeness
is performed. The decision making structure determined in
Major
Process II should be consulted in this test so that the
informal structure
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in particular is not overlooked. Since it is assiimed that the Director
has more contact with others in the institution outside the OIH, he/she
approves the list using any additional knowledge gained concerning
decision makers and resources. It is also assumed that the Director
has monthly reports concerning budget and, thus, would have a better
grasp of resources available.
Maj or Process IV. (Continued)
F. Develop a plan for each study.
1. Indicate the study.
2.
I
Indicate resources available for the study.
3. The Director of OIR and/or the staff indicates inunediate
1
DMs.
k. The Director of OIR and/or the staff indicates other DMs
to whom information should be disseminated.
5. Plan to work with IDMs to discuss the purpose of the study.
6. Plan to work with IDMs to determine probable use of infor-
mation
.
T Indicate expected time for the study from beginning to
final report.
This is meant to be a summary step and a planning step. It
answers two questions : "What do we know so far? and Wliat next?
The answers to the first question are: kind of study, topic of study,
and decision makers. The answers to the second question are: plan
to find out what the real purpose of the study is and how the results
15?
will be used. These answers, along with an estimated amount of time
to complete the study, give the researcher ( s ) something concrete with
which to attend the meeting with the IDM(s) which is stated in the
next major process.
Major Process V . Identify Types of Knowledge Desired .
This is a crucial process in doing any kind of study. "VH-iat
do you want to know and why?" Sometimes it takes great skill on the
part of the institutional researcher to get clear, precise answers to
these questions. Many times the reasons for doing a study are not well-
formulated in the decision maker's mind, and so articulation becomes
difficult.
It is evident to the author that this process is not as operational
as it should be, but to the degree that it is developed, it is usable.
This major process can be further operationalized in a later draft of
the methodology.
Major Process V . (Continued)
A. Determine how much time can be spent with each IDM for Major
Process V.
B. Meet with all IDMs as a group unless there is reason to
believe that some conflict exists; then meet with each
separately
.
As in previous steps, checking resources, especially time,
is
desirable at the beginning of the process. How much time is
to be
spent with each IDM depends on how many there are. A f^ap that mif'ht
be identified at this point from tlie previous step is tiiat there is no
prioritization of decision makers. If there are many, it is probably
not feasible to meet with all individually. This becomes a problem
when it is necessary to have individual meetings. The author believes
that a group meeting might be best, so that many people will be getting
the kind of information they need. It may lengthen the study or broaden
it, but in the long run it may save time and resources. The fact that
there may be conflicts between or among decision makers may warrant
individual meetings and possibly different studies. This step definitely
needs to be further developed, but will remain as is for the time being
since much has already been written on conflict theory (cf. Deutsch,
1972; Hellriegal and Slocum, 197^; bitterer, 197^; Pondy, 1972, 197^;
Reitz, 1977; Walton and Dutton, 197^).
Major Process V . (Continued)
C. Discuss the purpose of the study.
1. IDM(s) explains in more detail the purpose of the study.
2. IDM(s) operationalizes the purpose if not done in 1.
above
.
2.1. Directly operationalize the parts which are still
fuzzy
.
2.2. Restate purpose.
If IDM(s) and staff member(s) are satisfied, go to D;
otherwise go to 2.H.
2.3.
2.h. Use Hutchinson's "Operationalization of Fuzzy
Concepts .
"
In meeting with the IDMs
,
individually or as a group, it is
necessary to find out why the study is being requested. This is a
hard question to answer at times. The researcher's ability to extract
an operational statement (or statements) is essential at this point.
Asking what the decision maker means by such terms as "student" in
stating the purpose can help to operationalize what he/she is trying to
find out. If this does not work, then a simple procedure with which the
author is familiar is suggested. Knowing exactly why a study is to be
conducted makes it easier to formulate questions that should be answered
and helps both the decision maker and the researcher to clearly under-
stand what is to be done.
Major Process V
.
(Continued)
D. Define parameters of the study.
1. IDM(s) indicates probable use of information from this
s tudy
.
2. IDM(s) defines any terms to be used which need defining.
3. IDM(s) identifies those questions he/she would like
answered
.
h. IDM(s) indicates the depth to which he/she expects the
study to be carried out.
5. If there are any problems with depth requested, the insti-
tutional researcher explains the reasons to the IDM(s). If
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agreeable to IDM(s), go to 6; otherwise go back to C.
6. Negotiate a simple contract on the lines drawn up in IV. F.
After the purpose of the study has been operationalized the other
questions that remain to be discussed should be much easier to answer.
The main questions to be discussed are indicated in this step. The
first three are standard questions asked by anyone doing a study. The
question of depth, however, is an attempt on the author's part to
operationalize that term, as indicated in the purpose of IR Methodology,
for this particular study. It is not desirable to do only surface
studies. This does not eliminate requests for a single piece of data,
but if only surface studies are done by OIR, its utility will be, and
ought to be, questioned.
No matter how small the study, some sort of contract should be
negotiated. Many times this will be done simply and may even be oral,
but a clarification in written form is best. As indicated, this should
include topic, resources, decision makers, preliminary dissemination
list, pirrpose of study, probable users of information, and expected
time span from beginning to end. Even though this is a simple process,
it will add to the professionalism of OIR.
Major Process V . (Continued)
E. Identify the type of study desired according to the discussions
in C and D.
1. Determine if the study is to be an evaluation.
2. Determine if the study is to be a needs assessment.
1%
3. Determine if the study is to be data gathering for
immediate planning (other than 2.1. or 2.2.).
h. Determine if the study is to be data gathering for future
planning (such as mandatory, cyclical, or office projects
might be)
.
The final step in identifying the type of knowledge desired is to
more specifically categorize the study. The categories given in this
step are categorizations according to purpose of study rather than by
the traditional categorization by strategy. This is because purpose
is of utmost importance to the author before proceeding in any endeavor.
An evaluation is a study to appraise something or determine the
value of something, such as a program. A needs assessment is a study,
the purpose of which is to determine the needs of some group of people
or project. Data gathering for immediate planning is a study, the pur-
pose of which is to gather information. An example of such data is the
number of students taking statistics in a semester and number of depart-
ments requiring it for their majors, so that the number of sections of
that course can be determined for the next semester, and faculty loads
can be determined in the math/statistics department. Data gathering for
future planning could be a study done by the OIR staff because of a
problem they foresee arising. The data may not be used at the moment,
but will be available when needed. These are the categories that the
author has decided to use in the remainder of the methodology.
Major Process VI . Design Strategies for Obtaining Knowledge Desi red.
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Once the purpose and parameters of the study have been negotiated
and the type of study identified, then the work of conducting the study
begins. First, strategies must be designed to accomplish the purpose of
the study. This process contains steps of varying specificity. Prior-
itization steps are not discussed in this Chapter, but in the methodology
itself, they are very detailed. In identifying various kinds of studies,
specific strategies are suggested as possibilities. Other more detailed
steps occur within the specific operational designs. This process
could be a volume in itself. However, books have been written on
various strategies and statistical processes so the author decided that
it was not necessary to include more details in this step at this time.
Major Process VI . (Continued)
A. Identify resources available for this study.
1. Determine how much time is available for this study.
2. Determine what monetary resources are available.
3. Determine availability of data processing time.
h. Determine what other resources are available.
B. Detennine resource allocation for designing strategies.
What resources are left for the remainder of this study? How
much does the researcher have left for designing strategies?
These
questions are necessary. Timing is very important, so this
resource
must definitely be considered. It is especially true if
a. study
started in the middle of the spring semester and data
are needed from
If the timing is not right, the data source may
not be
students
.
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aroxind, and the study will be left incomplete. Its predictive validity
would certainly be questioned.
Maj or Process VI. (Continued)
C. Identify sources of information necessary for this study.
1. Identify those offices of the institution which maintain
data files necessary for this study.
2. Identify individuals with special expertise needed for
this study
.
2.1. Consider staff members of OIR.
2.2. Consider administrators.
2.3. Consider faculty members.
2.U. Consider graduate students.
2.5. Consider staff members, other than those of OIR.
2.6. Consider consultants.
2.7. Consider others.
2.8. Make a list of individuals identified in 2.1. to 2.7.
ONCM Prioritize the list of 2.8.
There are many sources of information on any campus. One must
identify where the sources of information for this particular study
are. Some sources were discussed with the administrator when coopera-
tion was being considered; other sources become identified as the
work
of OIR progresses. It is also desirable to know who else on
campus
has some special expertise on the topic. Various people
are suggested
in this step. By involving others from the campus,
better feelings of
trust and confidence can be generated toward OIR.
Ma.ior Process VI
. (Continued)
D. Test existing strategies for obtaining the desired knowledge.
1. Identify existing strategies for obtaining the desired
knowledge
.
1.1. Identify the type of study from V.E.
There is no need to "reinvent the wheel." Before designing any
strategies, existing ones should be checked. The author has identified
the type of study in order to direct the user to the next appropriate
step of the methodology.
Major Process VI
.
(Continued)
D. 1.2. Study evaluation strategies.
1.3. Study needs assessment strategies.
1.4. Study strategies for data gathering for immediate
planning (other than evaluation or needs assessment)
1.5. Study strategies for data gathering for future
planning.
These substeps indicate that the researcher study existing
strategies for the particular kind of study to be done. Within each
of these steps the author has made suggestions of existing strategies,
such as :
Evaluation: Stufflebeain' s CIPP Model ( Stufflebeam, 19T3a, 19T3b)
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Institutional Goals Inventory (from Educational Testirip, Gervice)
Needs Assessment: Coffing's Needs Analysis Methodology ((Jofflng et al
. ,
1973)
Data Gathering for Immediate Planning: Benedict's PULSE Methodology
(Benedict, Fitzpatrick, and Coffing, 19t3)
Dressel's Departmental Study Design (Dressel and Dietrich, 196y)
Data Gathering for Future Planning: Kegan's Quality of Student Life
Indicators: The Cycles Survey (Kegan, Benedict, and Grose,
1976)
The author also suggests that any internal experts be consulted if
necessary. By studying existing strategies time and effort can be
saved and used on other things
.
Major Process VI
.
(Continued)
D. 2. Make a list of existing strategies that may be used.
3. Check adequacy of existing strategies for this study.
3.1. Check each strategy found in 2. against the purpose
of the study.
3.2. Check each strategy against resources available for
the study.
3.3. (’heck strategy against any other criteria desired.
3 . 14 . Make a list of those strategies satisfying 3.1.,
3.2., 3.3.
3.5. Go back to 3.1. and next strategy listed in 2. unless
all strategies have been tested, then go to 3.6.
3.6.
l6i
Prioritize the list of 3 .I4 .
3.?. Plan to implement the highest ranking (lowest score)
strategy found in 3.6.5.
3.8. Go to F.
After studying existing strategies, some may be used and some
definitely may not be used. Therefore, make a list of those that may
be used. The most adequate one for the study to be conducted is the
one desired. The author suggests a few criteria against which these
strategies can be tested. Some of the strategies will, hopefully, be
eliminated. Those that satisfy the criteria are then prioritized.
Criteria for prioritization may include assessing the degree to which
the strategy satisfies the purpose, the amount of resources required,
or any other criterion chosen. The suggestion given in further sub-
steps is that " 1 " be the "best" score, "n" the "worst" in prioritizing;
thus, the strategy with the lowest score would have highest priority.
If the criteria are not satisfied for any strategy then the researcher
must design his/her own strategy.
Major Process VI . (Continued)
E. Design own strategies for obtaining knowledge desired.
1. Conceptualize the ideal way of conducting this study to
accomplish the stated purpose to the desired depth.
1.1. If this is a one-time study, use Decision-Making
Methodology (Coffing, Heffernan); otherwise to go
1 . 2 .
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1.2.
If this kind of study may be done a^ain, use Metameth-
odology (Hutchinson).
One way to begin to design a strategy is to start with the ideal
and work down. Two methods with which the author is familiar are
Decision Making Methodology (Heffernan, 19TM and Metamethodology
(Hutchinson and Thomann, 197^). The former helps one make decisions;
the latter helps one to develop a methodology. Which methodology is
to be used depends on whether- this Is a one-time study or one which
may be repeated.
Major Process VI
. (Continued)
E. 2. Test this strategy.
2.1. Test for feasibility.
2.2. Test against resources available.
3. Revise the strategy to compensate for parts that are
not feasible.
3.1. If revision can be made, go to U.
3.2. If revision cannot be made, go to 6.
h. Test new strategy against the purpose of the study.
^4.1. If it is consistent with the purpose, go to 2.
U.2. If it is not consistent with the purpose, go to 6.
5. Revise the strategy to lessen resources needed.
5.1. If the revision can be made, go to H.
5.2. If the revision cannot be made, go to 6.
6. Determine if a measurement expert is needed.
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6.1, If yes, arrange to meet with one.
6.2. If no, go back to 1. (Do this only once; other-
wise go to T .
)
T. Return to IDM(s) and inform him/her that this study can-
not be conducted as planned. Go to Major Process V.
Whatever strategy is designed needs to be tested and revised
repeatedly until it is at the level at which it can be accepted
according to all criteria. Note that the same criteria are used here
as in the previous section, with feasibility added, since the researcher
is starting with the ideal. It is also possible that expert help will
be needed. This was written into the budget under consultants. If
there is such an expert on the researcher's own campus that person
should be used.
If no strategy can be designed satisfying all criteria, then the
researcher and the decision maker need to reconsider the study. Changes
may be made to enable the study to be done on a smaller scale (or what-
ever other compensation is needed) or someone else may have to do it.
There is also the possibility that if the decision maker wants the
study badly enough, he/she may be able to procure more resources if
that is the problem. However, a review of the purpose and parameters
and changes within those may be enough to enable the study to be done.
Major Process VI . (Continued)
E. 8. Describe the operational design.
8.1. If the strategy calls for a questionnaire or survey
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.
of any kind, use questionnaire construction
techniques; otherwise go to 8.2.
8.2. If the strategy stipulates conducting interviews,
use interview techniques; otherwise go to 8.3.
8.3. If the strategy calls for observations, use
observation techniques
.
9. Plan to implement the strategy designed.
Once the strategy has been designed, then it can be further opera-
tionalized. Three strategies which seem to cover most situations are
considered in this step. A recognized gap is that a strategy for
collecting data from existing files is not mentioned. This may not be
a real gap since it is assumed that there are existing strategies for
that
.
Each of the three strategies mentioned above have substeps out-
lining the procedure for that strategy. These do not go into much
detail since books have been written on each of these techniques. Best
(19T0), Isaac and Michael (197^), Kerlinger (1973), and Van Dalen (1973)
are good general references. More specific ones are Backstrom and
Hursh ( 1963 ), D. Miller (1970), Slonim ( 1960 ), and Webb et al. ( 1966 ).
Once the researcher has decided on the strategy or technique,
then plans to implement it can be made.
Ma.jor Process VI . (Continued)
F. Specify sampling procedures, if these are needed.
(These steps will be further developed.)
G. Specify statistical tests to be used.
(Further steps to be developed.)
Certain procedures have to be stipulated before the plan can be
implemented. If sampling is needed, what technique is to be used—simple
random, stratified random, judgment sample? Another decision that
should be made is what statistical tests are going to be used.
Formatting of data is affected by the tests chosen.
Major Process VI
.
(Continued)
H. Identify sources of information needed.
1. Identify any sources not listed in C.l.
2. Combine results of 1. above and C.l. into one list.
3. Identify those individuals with special expertise who
are needed for this study. Use the list from C. 2.9*5
•
to identify these individuals.
Sources of information will now be needed as the strategy is about
to be implemented. Both sources of information and sources of expertise
have already been identified. The cooperation of these persons will be
needed. It may be that the Registrar and Dean of Students have infor-
mation on students but a Sociology professor has special expertise in
doing studies on the particular topic concerning students. The pro-
fessor's expertise may also have been utilized earlier.
ir.6
This step appears in all major processes. It is a reminder to
the researcher to ask what resources are still available, and how much
can be used for implementation.
Major Process VII . Implement Strategies .
After all plans are made, carrying out the strategies is the next
step. This process, except for the cooperation step, is rather simple
and follows any implementation of a plan for a study. There are gaps
in that the steps to analyze data and interpret results are not at
all operationalized, but with the many volumes on these subjects that
are available, the author felt that her time should be used on other
major processes and steps.
Major Process VII . (Continued)
A. Determine resource allocation for implementing strategies.
The resources for implementing strategies were determined at the
end of the last process. It now remains to allocate these resources to
the remaining sections of this process. That is, what resources are
needed for gaining cooperation, implementing the strategies, analyzing
data, and interpreting results? When considering time, remember to
consider computer time if it is being used.
Major Process VII . (Continued)
B. Obtain cooperation of those sources of information
listed
i
(
1
in VI. H.
1. Write a memo to each person on the list.
1.1. Indicate the name of the study to be conducted.
1.2. Indicate the purpose of the study.
1.3. Indicate the resources needed from this person.
l.U. Indicate a place for the response of the indi-
vidual .
1.5. Include a return envelope (to OIR).
2. For each person from whom you cannot get cooperation,
go to 3.; otherwise go to C.
3. Attempt to secure cooperation of the person needed.
3.1. Meet with the person.
3.2. Check if anyone else can take this person's
place as a source of information.
3.3. Meet with the IDM(s).
It is very important to obtain the cooperation of those people
who are sources of information for this study . They should first be
informed of what is needed from them and why. Usually, in an office
situation there will be no problem getting cooperation. There may be
times when cooperation is difficult—possibly before OIR is known and
firmly established. Contingency plans are made for such a lack of
cooperation
.
In attempting to secure the person's cooperation after having
been refused the first time, many substeps have been added
to the
methodology. Meeting with the person is the first step and
discussing
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his/her reservations. If this does not resolve the problem then see if
anyone else can replace this person as a source of information, then
cycle through B. again. If not, then go to the IDM(s). However, it is
anticipated that these contingency plans may not have to be followed
very often.
Major Process VII
.
(Continued)
C. Implement strategies designed in VI.
D. Analyze data. (This step is to be further developed.)
E. Interpret results. (This step is to be further developed.)
These steps are quite straightforward and simple. As stated earlier,
further operationalization of these has been postponed due to the many
books already touching on these subjects. (See Isaac and Michael (197^),
Kerlinger ( 1973 ), or any Statistics book for analysis of data.)
It is recommended that if analysis of data is by use of computer
that the output be organized in such a way to make it as readable as
possible. A warning should also be levied when interpreting results.
Interpretation should be objective. It should be derived from results
and not biases.
Major Process VIII . Reporting Procedures .
Allocate resources for reporting procedure.
B. Prepare the Report.
1. Identify the study.
1.1. Indicate the name of the IDM(s).
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1.2. Indicate the name of the study.
1.3. Indicate the purpose of the study.
l.i+. Indicate the date(s) of the study and the report.
2. Describe the method or techniques used.
2.1. Identify the population and/or sample.
2.2. Describe the measurement techniques.
2.3. Describe the statistics used.
2.k. Describe other procedures.
3. Report any difficulties.
3.1. Report difficulties in sampling.
3.2. Report difficulties in measurement techniques.
3.3. Report difficulties in interpreting data.
3.U. Report any other difficulties encountered.
k. Present data.
U.l. Present data by numerical tables.
4.2. Present data by graphs
.
4.3. Present data any other way desired.
5. Present the interpretation of data.
5.1. Present any significant results in the data.
5.2. Include any cautions on interpreting the data
presented
.
C. Disseminate the report to those identified in IV. F. 3. and
IV.F.U.
The major process on reporting procedures follows the standard
reporting procedures of any research study . The parts of the report
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are given but are not necessarily to be presented to all in that order.
The fourth step on presentation of data gives several alternatives. It
is not suggested that all of those methods should be employed.
The dissemination list has already been prepared. However, all
steps are flexible. If at this point there are additions or deletions,
they can be made.
Further operationalization is possible, but chapters on reporting
can be found in many research books—of note are Best (l970) and
Van Dalen (1973). Those processes which could not be found elsewhere
were developed more than the others.
Ma.^or Process IX . Evaluate the Institutional Research Process .
The IR Office would be remiss if it studied and probed into the
workings of the various parts of the institution but not its own
workings. Therefore, this major process gives procedures for evalu-
ating individual projects done by OIR and for evaluating the IR
process as a whole. The procedure for individual studies is quite
detailed. The author is not sure how practical such detail is, but
decided to put the process in the methodology since practicing insti-
tutional researchers are going to critique the methodology. If there
are any problems with the detail of this step, they will be voiced
during the interviews and revisions can be made if necessary.
Major Process IX . (Continued)
A. Identify the type of evaluation.
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1. If the evaluation is of an individual study, go to B.
2. If the evaluation is of the year's IR process, go to D.
Since there are two types of evaluation considered in this process,
this step's purpose is to direct the user of the methodology to the
steps dealing with the particular type of evaluation being considered.
Ma.lor Process IX
. (Continued)
B. Allocate resources for evaluation of individual study.
C. Evaluate individual studies. This is to be done within a
month after the final report has been submitted.
1. Determine the extent to which the data are or have been
used for decision making.
1.1. Construct a list of datum reported to the IDM.
1.2. Ask the IDM to construct a log of decisions made
since the report of the study was received.
2. Calculate the Percentage of Efficiency of the study
for each IDM. From the list of datum,
g _
no. of datum used
no. of datum reported
3. Calculate the Percentage of Focus of the study.
3.1. Procure the decision making log from the IDM.
3.2. Construct a Focus Calculation Chart for each IDM.
As with every process thus far, resources available for the process
are allocated. The evaluation of some particular study conducted by
OIR should take place within a month after the final report. This is
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done so that the study will still he In the minds of the decision makers
and so that enough time will have elapsed so that some decisions could
have been made using the information gathered.
Since the purpose of IR Methodology states that knowledge is
generated for decision making, one of the first questions to be answered
in evaluating a study is the extent to which it was used for decision
making. The procedure suggested is detailed—the researcher prepares
a list of datum presented to the IDM, and each IBM checks if each
datvun was used in decision making. Another part of this process is
for the IDM to make a prioritized list of decisions he/she has made
since receiving the report, noting which data were used in the decision.
This also gives an indication of the importance of the data generated.
The next question the author thought should be considered is,
"How efficient was the study?" In other words: What percentage of the
data generated was used? Were unnecessary and irrelevant data generated?
It is hoped that the purpose of the study has guided the researcher in
getting the right kind of data and that, therefore, the percentage
of efficiency is high.
The Percentage of Focus looks at the decisions made in priority
order and for which decisions data from the study were used. The more
decisions of high priority where data from the study were used, the
higher the percentage of focus
.
These three procedures for evaluating a particular project come
from a set of procedures designed by Hutchinson (1973) for the
Fortune/Hutchinson Evaluation Methodology which has as its purpose:
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to provide data for decision making. It seemed reasonable to the
author to use procedures already constructed in a methodological manner
to accomplish the task at hand.
Major Process IX
.
(Continued)
D. Allocate resources for evaluating the IR process (year's).
E. Evaluate the year's IR process.
1. Carry out a goals and objectives assessment at midyear.
1.1. Indicate how goals and objectives were achieved.
1.2. Determine if each goal is still a goal; if each
objective is still an objective.
1.3. Indicate what were helps in achieving the goals
and objectives.
l.U. Indicate what were the hindrances to achieving
the goals and objectives.
1 . 5 . Decide how to change hindrances into helps.
2. Calculate the mean for the year of the following for
all the studies conducted.
2.1. Calculate the mean percentage of efficiency.
2.2. Calculate the mean percentage of focus.
3. Evaluate the use of resources.
U. Evaluate the contract as per I.F. and I.H.
At this point the rationale for allocating resources need
not
be repeated. Various parts of the IR process are evaluated
in the
final major step of IR Methodology using data which are accumulated
during the year’s activities. First an evaluation of the goals and
objectives takes place since the author believes in goal-oriented
evaluation. Then an overall evaluation is conducted of projects done,
resources used, and degree to which the terms of the contract which
define the role of IR were met. The substeps for these parts of the
evaluation have not yet been developed. However, there are various
models of evaluation available, and steps can be developed at a later
date utilizing what has already been done in the field of evaluation.
Summary
The purpose of this Chapter was to take the reader through the
process of developing a methodology. First, a statement of the purpose
of Institutional Research Methodology was stated as follows
;
to probe deeply into the workings of an institution of post-
secondary education in order to generate knowledge about the
institution for decision making.
Then implications of this purpose were identified by responding to
stimulus questions suggested in Metamethodology:
1. Imagine and write down in what ways you could fail to accomplish
the purpose.
2. Imagine and write down in what ways you can accomplish the purpose,
avoiding all problems.
3. Imagine the purpose being accomplished; write down what is happening.
Implications were generated by the author and then tests of completeness
were conducted by a quick check of the literature for other implica-
tions and by asking Dr. Larry G. Benedict to generate implications.
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All of the lists are recorded in this Chapter.
From the implications generated by the three sources mentioned
above, major categories emerged. These were put into a logical
sequence for the major processes of the initial draft of IR Methodology.
Steps and substeps were then developed to form Draft I of the method-
ology. The major parts of Draft I with their attending rationales are
presented in this Chapter, as well as the identification of any
existing gaps (interruptions in continuity).
There are two preliminary sections to Institutional Research
Methodology. One section deals with assumptions about the audience
for which the methodology is intended—institutional researchers, in
general, with an emphasis on new institutional researchers. The other
preliminary section on planning to use the IR Methodology was added
so that some knowledge of this methodology could be gained before one
attempts to use it. The major processes follow.
Major Process I . Define the Role of Institutional Research . This
process begins IR Methodology. What is expected of the researcher and
his/her job description; the goals and objectives of IR, as well as the
institution; resources available; location of the Office; place of IR
in the organization; support of IR by means of cooperation trom others
and possibly an Advisory Board; issues including kinds of studies,
sources of requests, criteria for prioritizing; and contract are all
included in this process. These are discussed at the very beginning
with the administrator to whom the Director of IR reports since these
set the tone of the office.
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Major Process II . Identify the Decision Making Structure in the Insti-
tution . In order for the researcher to know where various kinds of
reports or information should go and who to contact for certain kinds
of information, the decision making structure should be known. There
are usually two types of structure, the formal and the informal, and
this process is meant to provide the means for identifying these.
Studying the existing Organizational Chart is given as a beginning to
identify the formal structure and decision makers. Then a study is
proposed to identify both the formal and informal structures. It is
suggested that this process should be done in a manner that does not
heighten the threat level of decision makers since they are important
supporters of an IR office.
Major Process III . Plan a Year's Activities . Once the office is in
operation, a yearly process should be developed for planning for the
following year and for reviewing what happened during the past year.
This also gives an overview of institutional research in the institu-
tion. Reviewing and revising goals and objectives of the OIR were
deemed a good starting point. Then any changes in staffing or in Job
descriptions are considered. The whole IR staff discusses the points
in this process so that highest satisfaction will be maintained on the
parts of Director and staff. Budget is also discussed in this process
since it is a determining factor in what can be done during the follow-
ing year. The budget is prepared with respect to goals and objectives
The next major part of this process is the meeting with the
Advisory Board, if one exists. Three major points are considered:
lYY
approving goals and objectives, determining policies on kinds of
studies, which can be done and who can request studies, and planning
to communicate policies to the rest of the institution. 'I’hese are
the duties of such an Advisory Board as defined by the author. Finally,
a calendar-timetable is set up for the coming year to avoid conflicts
and to determine time available for projects.
The rest of IR Methodology is meant to be used for eacli project
that is done by the institutional researcher. They respond to tlie
questions: Who? Wliat? Wliy? How? The last two major processes end
each project with a report and an evaluation.
Major Process IV . Identify Decision Makers . In Major Process I,
studies were categorized as mandatory, cyclical, office projects, or
requested studies. The decision maker for each kind of study is
identified. A list of decision makers is compiled of those who
requested the study, are immediate decision makers on the topic, may
use the information gathered, and any others who should receive infor-
mation, since information should not be the domain of only one person.
Major Process V . Identify Types of Knowledge Desired . This process
is crucial. To find out what the decision makers really want to know
takes great skill on the part of the institutional researcher at times.
The main sections of this process involve meeting with the decision
makers to discuss p\irpose and parameters of the study . The type of
study is then identified as a result of this meeting.
Major Process VI . Design Strategies for Obtaining Knowledge Desi_r^ .
The next step in doing a study is to design strategies which
will
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accomplish the purpose of the study and stay within the given param-
eters. The amount of resources available and the sources of information
necessary for the study are identified. Once the type of stud^- is
determined, then existing strategies for that type are examined to see
if any are suitable for the given study or if any can be modified. If
no existing strategy can be used, then procedures must be designed.
Operational designs are described for surveys or questionnaires,
interviews, and observations. Sampling procedures and statistical
tests are also specified, if these are needed. These steps contain
many references, since much work has already been done on research
designs
.
Ma.ior Process VII . Implement Strategies . To implement strategies
cooperation of those who are sources of information are obtained.
These persons are informed of the reason why the information is
needed; this should increase cooperation. Then strategies are imple-
mented, data analyzed, and results interpreted.
Major Process VIII . Reporting Procedures . Regular reporting procedures
are utilized in this section. The parts of the report are identifica-
tion of the study, description of the methods and techniques used,
identification of difficulties, presentation of data, interpretation
of data. The report is then disseminated.
Major Process IX . Evaluate the Institutional Research Proces_s. This
process completes the cycle of the methodology. It gives
procedures
for evaluating individual projects completed by OIR and the IR process
itself to ensure the quality of the work of OIR.
Individual studies
1Y9
are evaluated according to the extent to which the data have been used,
and how efficient and focused the study was. The IR process over the
past year is evaluated by assessing the achievement of goals and
objectives, and by looking at how efficient and focused studies con-
ducted by IR were.
The methodology is now ready to be tested by practitioners.
Interview sessions were set up with practicing institutional researchers
for the pixrpose of critiquing Institutional Research Methodology. The
results of these sessions comprise the content of Chapter V.
CHAPTER V
TESTS OF THE METHODOLOGY
After the Methodology for Institutional Research was developed to
a point of specificity agreeable to the author, tests of the methodology
were planned. It seemed that any additional development of the method-
ology would render it too cumbersome to use in interviews even though
several gaps could be identified throughout. Because of the time and
resource factors, it was decided that interviews would be conducted in
the New England-New York State area.
The 1975-1976 AIR Directory was used to choose the institutional
researchers (subjects) to be interviewed. After several lengthy lists
were prepared, six institutions were chosen on the basis of proximity
to the University of Massachusetts and the author's personal acquaint-
ance with the Director of Institutional Research at the institution.
Those subjects chosen for interviewing were:
Dr. Larry G. Benedict, Director of Student Affiars Research and Evalua-
tion Office, University of Massachusetts, Amherst, MA;
Dr. Robert F. Grose, Registrar and Director of Institutional Research,
Amherst College, Amherst, MA;
Dr. Warren W. Gulko, Director of Budgeting and Institutional Studies,
University of Massachusetts, Amherst, MA;
Dr. John H. Hoskins, Director of Institutional Research, Yale University,
New Haven, CT;
Dr. Daniel Kegan, Director of Institutional Research and Evaluation,
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Hampshire College, Amlierst, MA;
Dr. Dwight C. Smith, Director of Institutional Research, SUNY at
Albany, NY;
Dr. Lois E. Torrence, Director of Institutional Research, University of
Connecticut, Storrs, CT.
These seven were contacted by phone and appointments were made for
the interviews. Only Dr. Grose received a copy of the thirty- two page
methodology before the interview. This was done at his request. The
interviews were conducted over an eight-day period with interviewing
taking place on five of these. The length of the interview averaged
about two and one-quarter hours
.
A letter written to Dr. Grose and sent with the methodology was
used as an introduction for each of the interviews. It states the
definition of "methodology" as used by the author and a short discussion
of methodology versus model. The purpose of the interview and the tasks
to be accomplished were also stated. (The letter can be found in
Chapter III.)
During the course of the interview, the author took notes but also
taped the interview. It seemed more important for the author to be
present and alert to discussion rather than spend the time taking copious
notes. The tapes were later transcribed by the author and comments will
be included in the discussion below.
This Chapter is organized into three sections. The first is a
discussion of the overall reaction to the methodology; the second states
the general problem points found within each major process of IR Metliod-
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ology by the subjects interviewed. The third section consists of the
specific problem points within the steps of the methodology and any
relevant comments made by the subjects on the particular piece of the
methodology under discussion. Within these sections the author responds
to the suggestions and comments as to her acceptance or rejection of
them and why.
Overall Reactions to IR Methodology
Generally, the IR Methodology was well received by those persons
who tested its completeness and logic. Two of the subjects kept a
copy of the first draft of the methodology for reference and a third
requested to receive a copy when the rationale is written with it.
Two of those subjects interviewed also encouraged publication of IR
Methodology with text and flowcharts.
Some of the remarks made by the subjects which represent their
overall reactions to this methodology follow.
Subject 1 ; This is very useful for somebody new and for every once in
a while going and checking and remembering that you have been
neglecting something. . . .
It is not well as a day-to-day guide unless you are into a
computer system or simulation model.
Subject 2: This would be a darn handy thing to have around, actually,
for somebody coming in. . . .
This is invaluable. If done in reasonably concise form with
descriptive material tucked in. Not long. . . . Weave this together
with the structure and writing. AIR would publish it in its
series—even Jossey-Bass.
Subject 3: It would really be neat to have this with text. You can
pull out little pieces.
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is worth doing this kind of thing—a methodology. It
would have been helpful when I started.
. .
This is a formal abstraction. This is where its realism is
to be found.
. . . This is too logical for the real world.
. .
The plan becomes as real as the abstraction against which you try
to assess what is going on.
. . . So an abstract nature of looking
at a job becomes helpful.
I would want it laid on thick that when you look at the
abstraction you have to be careful that you don't expect the real
world will ever look like that, but that you should take this
seriously nevertheless.
Subject 3 • I find it extremely difficult.
. . . Am ambivalent about
it. ...
IR is a very "iffy" process. It is idiosyncratic rather than
organized. How much do you impede and how much do you advance by
introducing a logical kind of approach to it? I agree it is
standardized. The attempt may be worthwhile. I have some discom-
forts about the thing. Can see it as an example but. . . Somehow
the tone of command would bother me if I were a practitioner
trying to learn from it.
. . .
What if IR is an art?
. . . It is a thing you do with feeling,
not with logic. What kind of outline of binary steps are you
going to give an artist? . . . You address both the artist and the
computer in each of us and that's not easy. I'm sure there is
some merit in seeing what can be done with this, and I can under-
stand that you can't get too wishy-washy throughout. But the mode
you have chosen is pretty commanding. The artist doesn't have
much left. . . .
Some of this would help.
Subject 6 : This approach needs less specificity, less detail. . . .
This is good for checkpoints .... This is a framework without
having a feel for the substance of what happens.
Subject 7 : This will be an excellent document. There are several
parts I can use right now.
It can be seen that only one subject rejected the whole idea of the
methodology because of its format and commanding tone. Others agreed
that this is a useful document and will be more useful with the addition
of a text (rationale) to accompany it.
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General Problem Points
There were general problem points in each of the major processes
of IR Methodology. What the author means by a general problem point is
one in which there was agreement by most of the subjects that the point
needed some alteration. The following identify these points.
Preliminary Point
. It was suggested by several subjects that the
target audience for the methodology be clearly stated. That it is
especially geared toward new institutional researchers is not made clear
at the beginning of the methodology. The author recognized this problem
and has stated in the rationale who this target audience was meant to
be. The subjects only had the methodology and not its attending rationale
when this comment was made.
Major Process I : Define the Role of Institutional Research
. This
process was considered to be too detailed by the subjects interviewed.
They agreed that most of this process was good, but that the staff
should do these activities after the contract has been signed or during
the first year of operation. They recommended that a very general dis-
cussion should take place with the major administrator. After listening
to the various objections and suggestions, the author decided to change
Major Process I so that there would be a section preparing for the
meeting with the administrator, one section for meeting with the adminis-
trator and having a general discussion, and the last and largest part of
the process for working in depth with the staff on the various topics
discussed in general with the administrator.
Major Process II : Identify the Decision Making Structure in the
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Institution. Almost all of the subjects indicated that an institutional
researcher should know what the decision making structure in the insti-
tution is. This knowledge should not be gained by means of a formal
study but informally. The author recognizes the heightened threat level
of administrators or any decision makers if a formal study of the
structure is conducted. Therefore, this process will be modified to
contain suggestions for gaining the desired information in an informal
manner, rather than by any formalized study.
^
Major Process III : Plan a Year's Activities . The definition of
all institutional research projects as "studies" bothered most subjects.
A more general term, or series of terms, will have to be used instead
to clarify what the author means without being so formal all of the
time
.
Some of the subjects objected to prioritizing so formally. The
author's intent was to suggest various criteria for prioritizing, and,
therefore, this set of steps will remain. In a later major process
there is a very detailed set of criteria for prioritizing which the
author will simplify as a result of the objections concerning this
process
.
Almost all of the subjects objected to forms and memoranda; a more
personal approach was advocated. The author agrees that the personal
approach is best. A combination of the personal approach and some
written forms will be employed to incorporate the two methods.
There was also a caution to scheduling without leaving slack time
for crises, emergencies, and other unforeseen projects. The author did
overlook this and agrees that there should be some provision made for
these occurrences.
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Major Pi’ocess IV: Identifying Decision Makers
. The transition
Irom the previous three processes dealing with the running of OIR eind
the remaining processes dealing with individual studies was not at all
clear to any of the subjects. Some statement of transition is needed
and will be added.
Clarification of "decision maker" was slIso indicated by some sub-
jects as needing expleuiation
. The author does not want to clarify the
term any further, but would like this to be one of the terms opera-
tionalized within the institution. Major Process IV includes steps to
do this. It may be that in one institution, onl^*^ those with administra-
tive titles will be considered decision makers, whereas, in another
students may be considered decision makers.
Major Process V ; Identify Types of Knowledge Desired . The
classification system devised by the author in this process was questioned
by many. The author is categorizing studies by purpose, whereas the
subjects were considering techniques, quantitative-qualitative measures,
and the like. Therefore, the author’s classification system will be
retained. One suggestion was that perhaps a fifth category consisting
of a combination of the others should be added. This was an oversight
on the author's part and should definitely be added.
Major Process VI : Define Strategies for Obtainirij-^ Knowledge Desired .
There was much discussion by the subjects on the examples listed under
each classification of study. These were not seen as examples but as
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definitive. Suggestions as to footnoting or placing examples in an
appendix were made by many. A simple statement that the listed
strategies are examples will be made and then the strategies will be
listed not in step form. This should clarify the author's intent.
Major Process VII: Carry Out Strategies
. The biggest objection
voiced by subjects on this process was to sending a memorandum to
those from whom cooperation is being sought. Personal contact was
encouraged. Ihe author is sufficiently convinced that personal contact
is by far the better approach to warrant a change in this process.
Those from whom cooperation is needed will be contacted in some personal
manner rather than by memorandum.
Major Process VIII : Reporting Procedures . A point made was that
the order of the parts of the report can change, but that these should
be indicated as the parts. A simple explanatory note at the beginning
of the step on preparing the report car indicate that this is the case.
Major Process IX : Evaluate the Institutional Research Process .
Almost all of the subjects agreed that this process was desirable.
However, the manner proposed for evaluating individual reports was seen
as highly idealistic and not able to be accomplished in reality. Feed-
back mechanisms were suggested in its place. The author realized that
this process was the most idealistic in the whole methodology, but
included it to test its reality and applicability. Since it was
rejected by all, a new process for evaluating individual projects will
have to be designed.
The above problems and other specific ones pointed out will be
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discussed in the following sections. It is important to note that at
this stage of the methodology, none of the major processes are at a
thoroughly operational level. Although many steps of the methodology
may already be known by any institutional researcher, the author is
attempting to be complete. It does no harm to include information
that someone already knows, but it does harm to leave out information
that is not known. It is difficult to know where the dividing line
is . No doubt there are some neophytes who need to be reminded of the
known
.
Specific Problems and Comments
The part of the methodology being discussed will be presented in
boxes to be followed by the comments concerning that section.
PURPOSE : to probe deeply into the workings of an institution of
postsecondary education in order to generate knowledge
about the institution for decision making.
Two questions arose on the statement of purpose of IR Methodology
.
One question dealt with the definition of the word "workings." Is it a
"behavioral or functional" definition was asked. In keeping with the
author's leanings towards Dressel's approach to IR, "workings has a
combination of both definitions— in other words, both affective and
procedural. It was deliberately not stipulated in order to allow the
individual researcher to define "workings" as his or her background and
the institution dictate.
The other question was on depth. It was felt that the word
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deeply was a biasing factor and the suggestion was to change it to
to an appropriate depth." However, the author feels that this changes
the statement of purpose sufficiently as to warrant rejection of the
suggestion. It may be that in a particular institution "to an appropri-
ate depth" means "surface." The author does not believe that an office
conducting only surface studies is worthy of the title: Office of
Institutional Research. Therefore, any change that may leave an opening
for this possibility is rejected.
MAJOR PROCESSES
:
I. Define the Role of Institutional Research
II. Identify the Decision Making Structure in the Institution
III. Plan a Year's Activities
IV. Identify Decision Makers
V. Identify Types of Knowledge Desired
VI. Define Strategies for Obtaining Knowledge Desired
VII. Carry Out Strategies
VIII. Reporting Procedures
IX. Evaluate the Institutional Research Process
The listing of the Major Processes in the beginning of the method-
ology was well received. The author indicated that Major Processes I
and II were on a five-year cycle. Major Process III on a yearly cycle,
and the remainder of the Major Processes to be completed with each
individual study. All agreed that some indication of these cycles
should be made. This will be incorporated in Draft II of the IR
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Methodology
.
Assumption One generated many questions and comments. Some of the
questions and comments were:
What does the first assumption mean?
What do you feel is minimal [preparation] that someone would need
to do IR functions in a typical IR environment?
What skills?
If a person is fully prepared, he or she does not need this.
You are not ruling out self-preparation, are you?
There should not be standards or requirements.
A conunon body of information is needed to be an institutional
researcher.
Know something of the history and general development of the
history of higher education in the country and a great deal
more about this and comparable institutions.
One or more specific skills are needed—the ability to turn ques-
tions around from the way they were asked to the way they can
be answered—not just statistical or quantitative skills.
Many also stated that much depends on the researcher's background.
The author agrees that these assumptions are still fuzzy and
ill-defined. The questions raised by the subjects will provide
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assistance to the author in efforts to more fully define these assump-
tions. Some of the suggestions made above will be incorporated in
Draft II in a general way, especially the researcher's background. An
additional assumption should also be added to account for those who
cannot use this type of methodology, such as the one person interviewed
who was very disturbed by the format and language of the methodology.
However, there are other places to spend time in making revisions, so
any extensive development of this process will not be done at this
time
.
Plan to Use Institutional Research Methodology
A. Become familiar with all the steps of the methodology.
1. Commit self to the purpose of the methodology which is:
to probe deeply into the workings of an institution
of postsecondary education in order to generate
knowledge about the institution for decision making.
2. Read through the entire methodology.
B. Decide on resource allocation for Major Process I.
1. Determine how much of your time is available to complete
Major Process I.
2. Decide approximately how many meetings will be necessary
to complete Major Process I.
3. Allocate your time to each of the steps of Major Process I.
The biggest question on this preparatory step was, "What is Major
Process I?"— in B. (This can be easily remedied in Draft II.) There
are other minor points which require a few explanatory words to take
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care of the problem. These were: In A., what is methodology?
In B.2., meetings "with whom"? One subject pointed out that not only
the amount of time available, but also the target date is important.
This can be easily incorporated in B.l.
Major Process I_. Define the Role of Institutional Research
.
Defining the role is very important. The role varies from place
to place. Since this process is so important, it occupied more time
during the interviews than any other single process. Discussion of
this process is very detailed and lengthy. Points raised in several
other processes will have already been discussed in this section,
thereby shortening discussions on some of the other processes.
It was suggested by one subject that this process be changed to:
"Define the Appropriate Role of IR at Your Institution." This sugges-
tion does follow the philosophy of the author and will be used in the
revision. Another subject stated that it is critical for institutional
researchers to know "why they are there; what they can and can't do;"
and "to identify criteria for survival; criteria for doing what you
want to do well." This is similar to what another calls "boundaries."
An interesting comment on the methodology and specifically this Major
Process was that it is "testing the tolerance of ambiguity."
As previously mentioned almost all agreed that this process went
into too much depth before signing the contract. A more general form
before contract or a short form was suggested, leaving the detail to
the staff. The author plans to change this process to allow for a
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general meeting with the chief administrator, a contract, and then
staff definition of role on a more detailed level.
Major Process I
. (Continued)
A. Meet with the administrator (hiring agent and/or immediate
superior decision maker). Identify this person as the ADM.
1. Ask for the ADM's definition of institutional research.
2. Ask for the ADM's ideas on what the functions of insti-
tutional research are.
3. Ask for the ADM's ideas of what the characteristics of a
good institutional researcher are.
h. The institutional researcher gives his/her definition and
ideas on the above.
5. Discuss any discrepancies between the decision maker's
definition and ideas of institutional research and those
of the institutional researcher.
5.1. Come to a definition of institutional research which
is agreeable to both.
5.2. Test this definition against the purpose of Insti-
tutional Research (IR) Methodology.
5.2.1. If the definition of 5.1. is consistent with
the purpose of IR Methodology , continue to
5.3.
5.2.2. If the definition of 5.1. is not consistent
with the purpose of IR Methodology , then this
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methodology cannot be used as a whole. Parts
may be used.
5 -2. 2.1. Consider what remaining parts of
the methodology can be used to
accomplish the purpose of 5.1., and
go to 5.3.
5 *2. 2. 2. If none of the methodology can be
used, terminate its use.
5.3. Come to a common list of functions of an Office of
Institutional Research.
5. *4. Come to a common list of characteristics of institu-
tional research.
6. Document the discussion of A. 5. above.
6.1. Articulate the goals of an Office of Institutional
Research (OIR) from the discussion of 5*
6.2. Discuss the goal statements if needed.
6.3. Write out the goals of OIR.
Section A had many criticisms and generated many questions. Three
of the subjects said that the identification of the administrator needed
to be clarified. Some suggestions were made: "the person who is your
immediate supervisor"; "your chief administrator and/or set of principal
administrative officers that you serve"; "the person for whom you work."
It is possible to use any of these terms. Considering the initial
meeting, the last suggestion is more in keeping with the original idea
of the meeting and some variation of this terminology will be employed.
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In ths inssting with the Q.ciniinistrQ,tor
,
it was suggssted that
be reworked to elicit the expectations of this administrator.
The whole meeting should be to find out what the boundaries are—where
the researcher is out of bounds—according to another subject. It is
also the purpose of this meeting to get the administrator to realize
what the institutional researcher needs to operate and function effec-
tively. The steps given are too definite for boundary conditions. It
was pointed out by one of the subjects that administrators are not that
knowledgeable about the detailed kinds of things that ought to be done
in an OIR. They do have the ability to say that the researcher can get
information wherever he/she needs it and that the researcher can have
the kind of support he/she needs. However, the OIR needs flexibility
and cannot have every detail of its operation spelled out by an admin-
istrator. These sections will be reconstructed to elicit expectations
rather than definitions.
There were four people who commented on A. 3.—the characteristics
of a good institutional researcher. This was felt to be too subjective.
It did not seem that this was necessary to discuss with an administrator
except perhaps in terms of confidentiality. The person already has some
training as a researcher so he/she does possess these characteristics or
does not. If A. 3. on characteristics is eliminated, this certainly
eliminates A.5.U.—also on characteristics. A section on confidentiality
will be added and the characteristics sections eliminated.
An issue that can be discussed, which was pointed out in one of
the interviews, is existing vested interest groups. There may be
groups
196
that expect to continue some activity that they are doing now; for
example. Admissions may he doing an analysis of students applying to
the institution. By discussing this, it was pointed out, the researcher
will also begin to see some of the politics at the institution. This is
a point well taken, and will be incorporated into the new section
meeting with the administrator.
There were also suggestions, made by two subjects, of things to do
before meeting with the administrator. One of the subjects suggested
having a position paper done before this meeting or reviewing any written
correspondence and job description if this has been provided. Reflecting
on these will be good preparation for the meeting. Another subject
suggested that the institutional researcher write down his or her
understanding of the purpose, definition, functions of IR and then
check them with other institutional researchers and compare. Then he
or she will have a basis of discussion with the administrator. These
suggestions will be incorporated into a section on preparing for a
meeting with the administrator.
Some interesting questions were posed by one of the subjects: If
the office is new, the researcher might ask the administrator why he or
she wants this office; it may just be for accreditation purposes. If
there is an existing OIR, the researcher might ask why the administrator
wants to continue the office. The answer to either of these questions
should give an insight into the expectations of the administrator of
the OIR. It was pointed out that the kind of institution and the
experience of the administrator play a big role in this meeting. A step
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relating to these questions will be added in the next draft of IR
Methodology.
One of the subjects presented a list of things to be considered in
the meeting between administrator and institutional researcher. The
topics listed were: general objectives of OIR, purpose of OIR, the
roles of OIR, the levels of support, the extent that OIR can cut across
lines, where the researcher can get information, and what kind of
charter the researcher has with respect to the scope of IR. In the
revision, the objectives of OIR will not be discussed, as such, with
the administrator but will be indirectly discussed under the new steps
on expectations and reasons for OIR. Purpose and roles will be dis-
cussed with the administrator only if it is evident that the administra-
tor's and the researcher's purpose and roles do not coincide. The other
topics listed will be added to the revision as steps or substeps of the
meeting section.
Step A. 5", discussing discrepancies between the decision maker's
definition and ideas of IR and the researcher's, caused some problems.
Discrepancies can be discussed but mutual agreement was not seen as a
goal by many. General agreement is all that is needed and then not on
every item. Most of A. 5- was not seen as necessary. With the reorgani-
zation of Major Process I, and especially section A, this problem will
be eliminated since only general agreement will be required.
The documentation of the discussion with the administrator (A. 6.)
was generally accepted. This was seen as a generalized letter of
understanding. One subject even stipulated that it should be a maximum
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of three and one-half typed pages. The title of A. 6., documenting the
discussion, bothered one subject. He thought it should be more of a
specification of goals for OIR. Only one of these ideas can be incor-
porated in the revision if consistency is to reign. Tlie generalized
documentations will be incorporated at the end of the section on meeting
with the administrator. After the Director and staff discuss OIR in
detail, docixmentation
,
including goals and objectives, will be sent to
the administration in the revised methodology.
There were also other suggestions as to how to go about defining
the role of institutional research. One subject suggested adding another
process to get other people's ideas in defining the role; talking to
other key decision makers such as, the President of the Faculty Union
and Deans, to learn their priorities, what they think the IR role should
be, and if it is a tenable position. The importance of talking to many
—
faculty, students, secretaries—was also pointed out. Building relation-
ships and contacts is very important to an institutional researcher as
well as giving the message of who the institutional researcher is and
what he/she is about. These suggestions will not be incorporated into
the meeting with the administrator. It seems that these things should
happen after the initial meeting and letter of understanding. These
are further developments in defining the role and will be incorporated
in a later step.
Major Process I . ( Continued
)
B. Describe the Institution.
1. Obtain a brief statement of the history of the
institution.
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1.1. Obtain a brief oral statement from the ADM.
1.2. Procure a short written document of such.
2. Obtain the goals and objectives statements of the insti-
tution
.
2.1. Obtain these orally from the ADM.
2.2. Procure a written document if such exists.
3. Obtain an Organizational Chart from the ADM.
U. Obtain the General Procedures Manual from the ADM.
The wording of B. confused some people. The author decided that
Understand the Institution" was a better way of stating the intent of
this step. Then the question of who is doing the describing will be
answered. The description comes from many sources. It was pointed out
that the researcher is always finding out new things. This is true, but
the intent of the author was to start the process of learning about the
institution—not to complete the process. A statement that this is an
on-going process will be made in the second draft of IR Methodology.
Two different questions arose concerning B.I., the history. One
asked how a short document differed from what is stated in the catalogue.
It may not differ. Another question dealt with the adjective "brief."
This person thought it might be important to have a lengthy statement.
A lengthy statement may be important, but again, the intent was to begin
to understand the institution, not to gain thorough knowledge. The
adjective will be deleted in the revision so that both possibilities
exist
.
Several mentioned the Organizational Chart and/or General Procedures
POO
Manual. In some places these are not available. A simple qualil^ing
statement will alleviate this problem. Also the name of the procedures
manual differs from place to place. A note of explanation of the con-
tents of such a manual will be added to avoid confusion.
Ma.ior Process I
. (Continued)
C. Discuss resources with the ADM.
1. Ask the ADM the amount of time to be stipulated for the
Director and Staff of OIR.
2. Determine what staff there will be.
2.1. Determine if there will be a Director.
2.2. Consider Assistants.
2.2.1. Determine if any are needed.
2.2.2. Detemine how many are needed.
2.3. Determine what secretarial service is necessary.
2.U. Consider if a staff statistician is necessary.
2.5. Discuss aid from faculty.
2.6. Determine what student help can be utilized.
2.6.1. Consider graduate assistants.
2.6.2. Consider work-study students.
Two of the seven subjects asked for a clarification of C.I., amount
of time for the Director and Staff. An explanatory note stating that
the Director or Staff may have a part-time position in IR or may have
a dual role in the institution should clarify the questions on this
step
.
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The staffing question is both current and future when talking to
the administrator
. One subject noted that this section was prematurely
specific. Staffing should be left flexible for the first one and one-
half years of operation to see what kinds of things are happening in
the OIR. This is true but the section was meant as a checklist.
However, in the revision, less specificity concerning staff will be
required in the meeting with the administrator. Possibilities for the
following year will be discussed to determine parameters only. Staffing
specifically will be discussed with the staff in that new step.
Two subjects suggested that a computer programmer should be added
to the list. Another stressed the importance of students on the staff,
and suggested that more emphasis be given to that section. Both of
these additions will be incorporated in the section in which the
Director and OIR staff consider staffing needs for the year—a new
section in the methodology.
It was pointed out by one subject that budget usually determines
staff. Many times it is not what one needs but what one can afford that
determines staffing. Thus, the order of C. might be changed to consider
budget before staff. The author sees the logic in this but thinks that
unless staffing is discussed before budget some parts may be prematurely
eliminated. However, this change of order will be made in the revision
since other revisions are anticipated.
Major Process I . (Continued)
C. 3. Discuss the Office itself.
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3.1. Consider the space necessary for such a staff.
3.2. Consider the location of the OIH.
3.3. Discuss what equipment will be necessary in the
office
.
There were only two subjects who conmiented on this section. One
thought that 3.2., location of OIR, should be expanded. A clarification
of "geographic" location should be made by use of two sub-categories:
(a) Proximity to decision makers, (b) Proximity to major information
sources. In the discussion of the office in the revision these two
sub-categories will be listed.
The other subject thought this step totally superfluous. Since
he did not like the idea of the whole methodology, many pieces were
extremely irritating to him. His comment was that anyone who took a
position anywhere would ask where he or she was going to work, so why
put it in an IR Methodology? Since this is an attempt to be as complete
as possible and since the author considers proximity to decision makers
and sources of information important, this section will not be deleted.
This is bolstered by the fact that no one else questioned its inclusion.
Five of the seven subjects commented on data processing. It is
fundamental to have a working relationship with data processing, yet
it is hard to forecast this relationship. There has been great
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preoccupation with computer-based analytic schemes over the past several
years, especially with NCHEf^' materials. This is an important considera-
tion. However, it was noted by one subject that it is hard to discuss
data processing time needed the first year of operation. None may be
needed. Several questions emerged from these discussions:
Are data processing services available to OIR?
What money, staff time, hardware are available?
Is data processing under academic or administrative budgeting?
Does need determine availability?
What kind of output do you want? That may alter service.
What should be the relationship of OIR to data processing?
What is the priority order of time and use?
Is it a time-sharing system?
Who reports to whom? OIR to Data Processing, Data Processing to
OIR, or neither?
It is evident that this step should be expanded. Incorporation of some
of the ideas generated by the questions above will expand it to some
extent. For example, the questions of available services and relation-
ship will become substeps under levels of support when meeting with
the
administrator. A new section concerning a meeting of the Directors
of
OIR and Data Processing will also be added at which time
availability,
relationship, priorities will be discussed.
Major Process I . (Continued)
C. 5. Ask about obtaining cooperation from
others.
5.1. Consider the cooperation of Vice-Presidents
(or Vice
20h
Chancellors )
.
5 . 2 . Consider the cooperation of the Ref^istrar.
5.3. Consider the cooperation of the Deans.
5.^. Consider the cooperation of the Business Officer.
5.5. Consider the cooperation of the Faculty.
5.6. Consider the cooperation of Administrators not
already considered.
5 * 7 . Consider gaining the cooperation of the students.
5.8. Consider others' cooperation.
Again, the one subject who objected to the whole, bridled at this
step, "Is there an IR person who is worth his salt who would not think
about this?" As mentioned before, the whole purpose of the methodology
was not grasped by this person. Yes, the author believes that this is
necessary, even if just as a reminder.
It was agreed that gaining the cooperation of others is basic to
OIR. At least initially no office is more dependent on others. One
subject stated, "You are at the mercy of other offices and the informa-
tion they keep." Some suggested a rewording of C.5.5 obtaining coopera-
tion from others, to "an understanding of the information that flows from
these places" or asking the administrator if the researcher has the "OK
to get information from these people." Additions to the existing list
were also suggested: Personnel Office, Development Office, Alumni
Office, Faculty Senate Committees. The author has decided to eliminate
this section as it now stands and to include, as one of the first few
items to be discussed with the administrator, the question of sources
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of information which are available and those which are not. This will
implicitly include cooperation as stated here.
Other points discussed by the subjects are given. Gaining coopera-
tion is a very important factor. More is accomplished by good working
relationships than by having a big budget. It is a matter of getting
to know people and having working relationships grow. By developing
these relationships the researcher finds out what others have that can
be useful data sources. If he or she is doing a good job, a lot of
people are going to be influenced and the researcher is going to be
dependent on many more. Also aids to gaining cooperation are by
attending meetings, being introduced into the system, wandering around
and getting cooperation as needed. Usually an institutional researcher
can get the data or information that he or she has a right to get. Major
Process VII contains a major section on gaining cooperation; the section
on understanding the institution also includes walking around and talking
to people. Attendance at meetings will be discussed in the meeting with
the administrator. All of these sections in the revision will include
the concept of cooperation without explicitly stating it.
Major Process I
.
(Continued)
C. 6. Discuss the Budget.
6.1. Determine the salaries of the OIR staff.
6.2. Determine how much can be stipulated for supplies.
6.3. Determine how much can be budgeted for equipment.
6.U. Determine available duplicating budget.
6.5* Determine what a reasonable phone budget can be.
20f,
6.6. Approximate postage costs.
6 . 7 . Consider possible needs for consultants.
6.8. Consider any costs to be budgeted for travel.
6.9. Consider approximately how much is needed for sub-
scriptions and books.
6.10. Discuss which memberships can be considered institu-
tional and which must be considered personal.
6.11. Determine how much can be budgeted for conferences.
6.12. Consider any miscellaneous expenses.
The author has found that wherever lists appear in the methodology,
questions arise. Some general comments were made by two of the subjects,
and three had additions to this list. With whom is the budget being
discussed? was one question. This was stated at the beginning of C.
It is hard to propose budgetary categories for a general audience;
perhaps, as one suggested, finding out the major budgetary categories
at the institution would be more helpful. If the office or the director
are new, it is possible that the budget may already be proposed. It
would be helpful to determine how much flexibility there is in the budget.
There was also a question posed on salaries, "Is there a salary scale or
is it done by negotiation?" In the revision of IR Methodology, budget
will be discussed in a more general manner with the administrator
.
Included in the discussion will be salary and benefits, and an estimated
budget figure. A section in which the Director and staff work on the
budget together will be added. In that section budgetary guidelines
and categories will be procured from the proper office.
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The additions suggested were to change 6.11. to
. . for attending
conferences;" add budget item for "training, enlightenment, education
internal to the institution;" buying tests and/or instruments; money
for data processing. These suggestions will be added to the list.
Someone noted that the budget should be secured somewhere. This will
be done at this point and also in III.C. where the budget is prepared
for the next fiscal year.
Major Process I
. (Continued)
D. Plan for the management of the OIR.
1. Define the role of the Director to Staff.
2. Discuss where the OIR fits in the Organizational Chart.
3. Discuss the possibility of an Advisory Board.
3.1. State its purpose.
3.2. Discuss its membership.
3.2.1. Consider administrators as members.
3.2.2. Consider faculty as members.
3.2.3. Consider students as members.
3.2.U. Consider what proportion of each group should
compose the Advisory Board.
3.3. Consider the frequency of its meetings if this is
feasible at this time.
In this section the possibility of an Advisory Board generated much
discussion. One thought that this Board is a necessity while another
heartily agreed with the word "possibility." The author will keep her
?08
choice of wording.
The name Advisory Board caused a problem to one subject, since
"Board" implies direction and supervision. It was suggested that it
be called an Advisory Committee on the Administration of the Office of
Institutional Research with the Director of OIR as chairperson. One of
the subjects thought that the purpose of the committee should be stated
in the methodology. The name change is a simple revision. The purpose
of the group will not be stipulated, so that it can be determined at
the institution.
One subject discussed membership on the Advisory Committee at
length. Faculty were seen as essential and as playing a major role in
the support of OIR— even over administration in general. Administrators
were also seen as essential on such a committee. However, students were
not acceptable to this subject at this level. Students would be all
right on topical Advisory Committees. This author is not convinced
that students should not be on the Advisory Committee at some institu-
tions. A suggested membership will be included in the revision.
Two of the subjects were interested in stipulating some of the
responsibilities of such a group and articulated some of these. Policy
setting was one responsibility which is already included in Major
Process III. Another responsibility mentioned was to give advice and
make administrative suggestions. This is also in Major Process III.
A step on responsibilities will be added in this section.
One subject stipulated what he thought the frequency of meetings
should be. His suggestions: maybe monthly meetings the first
year.
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then anytime a question of substance Is addressed to it. This sounds
like a very possible schedule. It uill be added to the revised method-
ology as a suggestion in one of the steps. Another questioned what
incentives there might be for members of the committee. This will not
be done in this revision but the author will consider it in future
revisions
.
All agreed that this was very important. "Sit in on" found both
agreement and disagreement. Many pointed out that being ex officio
members of committees was most helpful. It is also good to participate
in some committees and be informed of the events of others. One subject
made his views known—sit in on as many committees as you can, but do
not be members of committees unless absolutely necessary, other than as
an ex officio member. Another thought that by sitting in on the admin-
istrative committee of the institution questions could be more easily
formulated and anticipated. This step will be left as is. If in some
institutions the administrator expects members of OIR to be members of
committees, this is possible. However, a word of caution is in order;
if a researcher is a member of a committee he/she may be expected to
do all of the research for the committee. This is why the author prefers
the phrase "sit in on."
'^10
Maj or Proces s I. (Continued)
E
.
Discuss the following issues.
1. Discuss possible kinds of studies to be conducted.
1.1. Consider mandatoi-y studies, such as HEGIS.
OJ
1
—
1
Consider studies to build a data base.
1.3. Consider cyclical studies.
l.U. Consider OIR projects.
1.5. Consider internal requests for studies (i.e., inter-
nal to the institution but external to the OIR).
1.6. Consider external requests for studies (i.e., agen-
cies or persons external to the institution)—other
than those that are mandatory.
2. Determine initial criteria for prioritization of kinds of
studies
.
A definition of the term "study" was called for. Not everything
done in an OIR is a study. Some examples which the subjects did not
feel fit into the given categories were supplying basic numbers, sorting
out information, continuing and improving both the management and opera-
tion of information systems, planning. HEGIS is seen as a mandatory
report, not a study. This is an important point and the author will
change the categories so that not all are considered studies.
Looking at the specific pieces, it was again asked with whom the
discussion is taking place. The reorganization of Major Process I will
take care of this question. It was suggested that HEGIS not be taken
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on by OIR unless necessary. However, doing this report does force OIR
to collect cyclical statistics. It was also suggested that others may
be already doing this report or any other mandatory report, and they
may wish to continue. It was not the author's intent to stipulate that
OIR must take on mandatory reports, but to point out that this is a
possible function of the office.
A minor suggestion was the addition of "institutional" when speaking
of data base in 1.2. This was understood by the author and will be
added whenever data base is mentioned. Another minor point was to use
the word "periodic" instead of "cyclical" in 1.3. Since there is just
a shade of difference in meaning between these words, either is accept-
able. As for OIR projects in 1.4., one subject thought this should be
explained; it should. Some examples were staff undertaking projects
on their own to foster staff development, and basic research. The
author also had in mind projects which the office staff decides to do
because of interest or to anticipate a problem or question. These
examples are included in the rationale. These projects will be called
"staff projects" in the revision to try to avoid confusion.
It was noted that the number of internal requests should increase
as the office becomes known. External requests can become a problem.
One subject stated that he does not usually do studies requested by
external agencies or persons since there is enough to do within the
institution. Another said, "There should be a by-product for the
school, too, in doing external requests." The staff and Advisory
Committee discuss this category of research along with the others when
212
planning a year's activities. A short section will be added to this
major process in the revision. It was cautioned that a researcher
cannot be so well organized in considering studies at this stage that
he/she does not accept anything else or is not aware that there are
crisis projects that have to be done. This will again be discussed
in Major Process III.
Major Process I
.
(Continued)
E. 3. Discuss sources of requests for studies to be done by OIR.
3.1. Discuss requests by one administrator only.
3.2. Discuss requests by other administrators.
3.3. Discuss requests by faculty.
3.U. Discuss requests by student groups.
3 . 5 . Discuss requests by outside agencies.
3 . 6 . Discuss OIR project requests.
U. Determine the initial criteria for prioritizing sources of
requests
.
The subjects were divided on the question of sources of request.
Some saw OIR as a service office accessible to all—to the college as
a whole. Another stated that if the one administrator is the President
of the institution then that was worth everyone else. Another con-
sidered requests but would go to an administrator for his or her ideas
and/or encouragement in many cases before beginning. Since there is no
agreement on the part of the subjects, the author does not choose to
change this section except possibly in wording to make the intent
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clearer. One subject suggested rewording to, "Will the OIR consider
requests by one administrator only?" This does convey the meaning
better and will be added to Major Process III.
Two commented on 3.3. to say that this should include faculty
groups and committees as well as individuals. This was the intent and
a slight rewording will include both in the step discussing the research
work of OIR.
One of the subjects spoke at length about priority criteria. Some
of the suggestions were: "Do you and an appropriate part of the admin-
istration believe that some reasonably immediate administrative decision
will get made differently and hopefully better if we do the work than
if we don’t?"; "Can we do it in a timely fashion?" He also suggested
a set of priority criteria using a list of topics which have come up
since the research began at the institution. This author does not
choose to list criteria, other than general ones; the more specific
criteria are to be set with the OIR staff and Advisory Committee at
the institution.
Major Process I
.
(Continued)
E. 5* Compare the goals and objectives of the institution
(l.B.2.) and those of OIR (I.A.6.).
5.1. Identify any discrepancies.
5.2. Resolve any discrepancies.
5.2.1. If discrepancies are resolved, go to 6.
5.2.2. If discrepancies cannot be resolved, go back
to I. A. 6. or stop!
6 . If all of A-E have been discussed and agreed upon, go to
F; otherwise go to 7.
7. Resolve any disagreements still not resolved.
7.1. If all disagreements are resolved, go to F.
7.2. If unable to resolve disagreements, do not continue.
It was felt by some that these steps may be discarded in the
rearrangement of Major Process I. Others did not feel that 5.2.2.,
unresolved discrepancies, nor 7.2., unresolved disagreements, should
stop. The researcher should know how to handle disagreements or go on
without resolving all of them. A regrouping and rearrangement of I.
seems most logical. Goals and objectives will be discussed by staff
and a copy sent to the administrator in the new draft of the method-
ology, so step 5 will be eliminated. After the meeting with the admin-
istrator, the researcher is either hired or not, so step 7 will not be
necessary in the revision either.
Major Process I . ( Cont inued
)
F. Draw up a contract.
1. Include a job description written from the agreement in
I. A. and I.E.
2. Include goals written from I. A. and I.E. 5.
3. Include resources written from I.C.
U. Include the management of the OIR written from I.D.
G. Both parties sign contract if all is agreed upon; if not, go
back to the disagreement point and go through whatever steps
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in the methodology deal with this.
H. Revise contract specifications at least every five years or
sooner depending on the long-range planning process at the
institution.
The contracting as above was rejected by all as too specific and
too late. It was pointed out that not all have contracts and that if
thei e is a contract it is short, ill-defined, maybe stating such things
as title, iaculty status or not, to whom one is responsible, period of
time of contract, compensation, vague notion of expectations.
One subject did suggest that this could be written up as a prac-
tical matter and sent to the one to whom the IR person reports. It
should still be only about three pages long. Another suggested that
F. be entitled "Prepare a Plan for OIR" keeping the steps of F. as is.
This plan can then be distributed to staff and administration for
comment and agreement. This plan can be revised at least every five
years. Since the author sees value in having such a document, the
latter suggestion will be incorporated in the revision by means of a
documentation of the topics discussed in the meeting with the administra-
tor, including resources and job expectations, and of the topics
discussed with the staff, which include the other items listed in F.
As stated in the beginning of this discussion on Major Process I,
the whole of I. will be rearranged to include a general meeting with the
administrator, and in-depth work with staff on other items.
2i6
Major Process II. Identify the Decision Making Structure in the
Institution
.
A. Determine what resources are available for this study.
B. Determine your purpose for conducting such a study and how you
will use the information.
(Generally, if the Decision Making Structure is known, it will
help in conducting other studies since a clear picture of what
kinds of decisions certain decision makers make, input used for
decisions, etc. is known. This will aid in efficiently using
resources, identifying decision makers and deciding what should
be included in reporting to specific decision makers.)
C. Identify the decision makers (DMs) of the institution.
1. Make a list from the Organizational Chart obtained in
1.
B.3.
2. Test the completeness of this list as the study progresses.
D. Identify what knowledge is desired.
1. Consider the implications of the purpose for this study.
2. Consider questions that you want answered.
2.1. Consider who reports to each DM.
2.2. Consider to whom each DM reports.
2.3. Consider what kinds of decisions each DM makes (e.g.,
concerning curriculum, personnel, budget, etc.)
2.
k. Consider how decisions are made by each DM, according
to each kind of decision.
2 . 5 . Consider what input is needed in making each kind
of
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decision.
2.6. Consider who provides this input.
2.7. Consider who makes the final decision.
2.8. Consider who gives final approval.
2.9. Consider into what types of decisions this decision
maker has input.
2.10. Consider any other questions.
E. Design a strategy for conducting the study.
1. Consider any existing strategies.
( There are some questions on decision making in the Likert
Profile which may be used in a questionnaire.
)
1.1. Determine if any strategies exist.
1.1.1. If yes, go to 1.2.
1.1.2. If no, go to 2.
1.2. Determine if they are appropriate for this study.
1.2.1. If yes, go to 1.3.
1.2.2. If no, go to 2.
1.3. Choose the strategy that best fits this study.
l.U. Plan to implement this strategy.
1.5. Go to F.
2. Design your own strategy for conducting this study. Go to
VI. E.
(Consider such strategies as interviews with DMs
,
a
questionnaire to be sent to a sample of the institution,
studying memos and correspondence, etc.)
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F. Carry out strategy planned. Go to VII.
G. Draw up a new Organizational Chart.
H. SuiruTiarize how each DM makes decisions— for reference use only.
I. Update this study whenever there is a new DM or a change in
DM level.
J. Repeat Major Process II at least every five years.
It was agreed that identifying the decision making structure of the
institution is important. The biggest question was on the obtrusiveness
of II. as written. All agreed that this should be done, but not as a
formal study.
It was suggested that this not be called a study on "How informa-
tion flows" but that some of the information desired on the decision
making structure be learned Incidentally or by piggybacking questions
on some other study. Some of the structure can be learned from sitting
in on committees, eating lunch with various people, and the like. In
other words, this is being done all the time, consciously and uncon-
sciously, as the researcher goes about his or her business. Another
suggestion was to examine major decisions made (and by whom) from various
sources including the school newspaper. The idea of using even a part
of the Likert Profile was rejected by one as being too formal. In the
revision, these means of gathering information about the decision making
structure will be given as suggestions in the step designed to determine
the strategy to be used.
One of the subjects interviewed stressed the need to recognize that
there exist two decision making structures:
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1. There is the formal structure which the OIR must understand, docu-
ment, and update (OIR is the source of this information), and
2. the informal structure which the members of OIR need to know to do
their job.
At the beginning of Major Process II, a note that these two structures
exist will be inserted in the revision.
Another subject said that the decision making structure is
dependent on certain key people. This structure reflects the dynamics
of the whole caiapus. It is important to understand nuances in looking
at the informal decision making structure. He stressed that the reason
for finding out what this structure is, is to help the researcher to
ask the right questions. He also said that if we "jump in and find
problems, from these the structure will jump out." This subject also
leveled a warning not to get hung up in hierarchy. He warned new insti-
tutional researchers not to try to impute a hierarchy to a collegial
structure: "The collegial process is antithetical to the hierarchical
structure." By using the phrase "decision making structure," he
thought this implied hierarchy.
The term "decision maker" was disliked by one of those interviewed.
It was seen as jargon and an unidentified term. It was suggested that
OIR try to get an overview of the structure which the individual admin-
istrators are not able to do. It was also pointed out that various
parts of the decision making structure may be more important at certain
times than at others, e.g., the Budgeting Office. As part of the infor-
mation flow, it was suggested that confidentiality be worked out.
Confidentiality will be discussed in the revision of Major Process I.
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Generally, Major Process II will be clianged to include both the
formal and informal structures. The term "decision making structure"
will be retained. This may imply a hierarchy to some but does convey
the meaning that the author wishes. If both the formal and informal
DM structures are determined, then an overview will certainly be
available. Strategies for obtaining knowledge about both of these
structures will be considered in steps in the revision of the method-
ology.
There was a question by two of the subjects on updating this
"study" whenever there is a new decision maker or a change in decision
making level. It was felt that changes may be so subtle that they would
not be noticed or that there are too many changes occurring— for
example, committees change every year—to warrant writing this informa-
tion down each time. It was not the author's intent that an exhaustive
study of the decision making structure be carried out since all can
be considered decision makers. However, those most influencing the
decisions affecting the institution can be considered and any changes
can be recorded.
Major Process III . Plan a Year's Activities .
(To be done at the end of the current FY
)
Some general comments on this process were made before getting into
the specifics. It was suggested by one subject that a five-year plan
be considered before the one-year plan to take into account such
things
as accreditation. Instead of stipulating that this plan
should be made
22i
a.'t the end, of the current yeur
,
it should he drawn up wlien needed. P’or
example, in many places the budget for the following year is to be sub-
mitted in January. Another suggestion was to add at the end of Major
Process III, "All this may change next week if something somes up."
What many were saying was that this process is fine and needs to be
considered, but not to be so fixed to this plan that the researcher
cannot be responsive to crises as they arise. A comment will be added
at the beginning of the process indicating that the process is to be
done at the end of the FY or when needed. Slack time will also be
built into the step for allocating resources to take care of crises.
Major Process III . (Continued)
A. Staff determines goals and objectives for next FY
.
1. Review interim assessment of goals and objectives of cur-
rent FY if such an assessment is available.
2. Determine if current goals are still goals.
3. Determine if any new goals should be added.
U. Operationalize goals kept in 2 and added in 3 if not
already operationalized,
h.l. Operationalize directly.
U.2. If this does not operationalize to the level desired,
go to U.3.; otherwise go to 5-
1+.3. Use Hutchinson's "Operationalization of Fuzzy
Concepts .
"
5. Determine the objectives for each goal stated for next
FY.
2??
6 . Obtain the coirimitment of the OIR staff to these and
objectives
.
7. If commitment is not given by all to each goal and each
objective, consider those goals and objectives for which
commitment is not given.
7.1. Discuss reasons for disagreement.
7.2. Group resolves the problem.
7 . 3 . New statement is given.
7 . 4 . Commitment is given to new statements by all,
or if
commitment cannot be reached, discard the goal or
objective.
Minor suggestions were made for A:
1. Stipulate what staff determines goals and
objectives.
2. Add "goals and objectives for OIR" in A.
3. Footnote Hutchinson's "Operationalization
of Fuzzy Concepts.
4. Put in a step between A. 4., operationalize
goals, and A.5*>
determine obJectiYes, which would be to prioritize
the goals
before determining the objectives for each goal.
5 . In A. 6 ., obtain commitment
of staff to the goals and objectives,
"that pertain to their job" should be added.
All of these will be incorporated as
suggested into the revision of
the methodology. This would eliminate
step A. 7- since commitment
the goals and objectives will be asked only
if they pertain to the Job.
223
Major Process III. ( Continued
)
B. Determine any changes in staffing.
1. Determine if any new personnel are needed.
2. Determine if there should be a shift in responsibilities
of the present staff.
Wliat is included under staffing was found to be acceptable by all.
However, one subject did suggest the addition of provisions for staff
training and development and for growth opportunities. This was
reaffirmed in a later conversation with another subject. This will be
added to the revised version of the methodology under changes in
staffing.
Major Process III. ( Continued)
C. Prepare the budget with respect to goals and objectives for
next FY.
There was no question with regard to budget that had not already
been raised in I.C.6. in that discussion of budget. One suggestion was
made that the goals and objectives be approved before the budgeting
process. This will be done in the revision by adding a step within
section A, determine goals and objectives, to send these to the Advisory
Board for approval.
Major Process III . (Continued)
D. Meet with the Advisory Board.
2?h
1. Advisory Board approves goals and objectives Kenerate.1 by
OIR staff for next FY
.
The possibility of not having an Advisory Board was raised. One
subject suggested that this could be changed to, "Meet with the Advisory
Board if one exists, or come to terms with your boss about these." How-
ever, the author prefers a different approach: Meet with the Advisory
Board. The Advisory Board is that constituted in Major Process I. If
none exists then it is the professional staff of OIR. This will be
added to section D.
The first step of D. states that the Advisory Board approves the
goals and objectives generated by the OIR staff for next FY
. There
was no objection to this by any of those interviewed.
Major Process III
. (Continued)
2.1.
Determine what kinds of studies can be conducted
during the next FY.
2.1.1.
Consider categories of studies.
2.1.1. 1. Consider mandatory studies.
2. 1.1. 2. Consider data base studies.
2. 1.1. 3. Consider cyclical studies.
2.1.1. ^4. Consider OIR projects.
2.1.1. 5. Consider studies requested by
persons or agencies internal to the
institution.
2 . 1 . 1 . 6 . Consider studies requested by per-
2?5
sons or agencies external to the
institution
.
The categories of studies were again mentioned, but these were
already discussed in Major Process I, section E. One subject stated
that the office should be able to anticipate problems and office pro-
jects, but to remember that everything cannot be anticipated. Another
said that this could not really be done except on a "rolling" basis.
The author believes that some things can be anticipated and that these
should be considered when planning a year's activities.
The American Council on Education (ACE) survey of entering freshmen
did not seem to fit any of these categories according to one subject.
However, the author thinks that it could be considered under several
of the categories listed and, therefore, does not propose to add a new
category.
Major Process III . (Continued)
D. 2.2. Determine who can request studies during the next FY
.
2.2.1. If all requested studies have been eliminated
in 2.1.3., go to 2.3.; otherwise go to 2.2.2.
2.2.2. Make a list of potential sources of requests
for studies for the next FY
.
2. 2. 2.1. Consider administrators.
2. 2. 2. 2. Consider faculty members and
groups
.
2. 2. 2.
3.
Consider student organizations.
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monitor inlormatiori flow. Other offices do their own studies and OIH
must request information from them.
The ideas generated by this subject are certainly worthy of thougiit.
Since this question should be considered at some point in the operation
of an OIR and since this methodology is meant to be used by both new
and experienced researchers, the author does not think that these ideas
should be eliminated from the methodolof^/" . But the author does think
that at some point a new section on the operation of OIR should be
added and should include these ideas. This will not be done in
Draft II since other processes need more work, but will be done in a
subsequent Draft.
The other subject commenting on this step objected to the word
"studies." He suggested putting in a taxonomy instead to help the
beginning institutional researcher. He also indicated that OIR does
many other things than studies. He stated that coordinating and
fostering evaluation, understanding, prediction, planning are things
a very good OIR should do and maybe no studies at all. Consulting
with others and helping them do studies was also seen as a function
of OIR.
These are valid observations. However, this step is just one tiny
piece of a whole, suggesting that the question of who can request studies
should be considered. Institutional researchers' opinions offer differing
ideas of IR. This step was written to include these differing opinions.
Who may request studies varies from institution to institution and
researcher to researcher. Thus, if this step were omitted, the author
?.2 '[
^ 2 ^
•
Consi(j 0 r outside ujTencies.
2.2.3. Consider any special circumstances of the
institution for the followinn; I'’Y which may
cause the elimination of any of the above
sources of requests for studies.
2.2.)4. Eliminate any of the sources of requests on
the basis of 2.2.3.
2.2.5. Make a list of who can request studies during
the next FY as a result of 2.2.U.
Two of tiie subjects expounded at length on this step. One did
not think a section on who can request studies was necessary initially.
If the office is being developed, creating an image of one who is
"trying to improve the overall functioning of the institution" was
seen as very important. Giving the "message as to who you are and
what you are doing" will help in the establishment of the office and
generate requests. This subject saw the beginnings of an OIR as a
selling job. He indicated that IR is "an open-ended free internal
consultant agency on information flow" and that institutional researchers
should be selling this idea.
Another of this subject's responses was that the institutional
researcher is also a requestor. He or she should ask others if they
want to have a study done for them. For example, if an issue arises,
go and ask the people interested and/or involved if they want a study
done on that issue. He also indicated that the institutional researcher
is a requestor in asking others to provide information and/or to help
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would see u t’:ap in tiie triethodoJot.y
. There lore, ll,e po:
will be listed in the revised rnetho(iology as potential
requests but this will be done in a less forinai manner
si hie requestors
sources ol‘
Major Process III
. (Continued)
2.3.
Prioritize studies to be conducted durinp, next FY
.
2.3.1. Determine criteria for prioritization process.
2.3.2. Prioritize by category of study (hist of
2 . 1 .
. )
.
2.3.3. Prioritize within requested categories (hist
of 2.2.5.).
2.3.
^t. Combine lists from 2.3.2. and 2.3.3. into a
single prioritized list.
2.h. Allocate resovirces to studies.
2.i(.l. Determine the criteria for allocating
resources, such as estimated amount of time
to complete such a study.
2.H.2. Determine what percent of the resources for
studies should be allocated to each of the
studies in the list of 2.3.^.
2 . 5 . Determine the criteria for approving a study.
2 . 5 . 1 . Consider whether its purpose and use are con-
sistent with the definition and purpose of
institutional research.
2.5.2. Consider if it is in one of the approved
categories of 2.3.^. above.
2.5*3. Consider if it is within the limitations of
the resources allocated for this category of
229
study
.
There were only a few conunents on these three sections. The only
comment on prioritizing studies to be conducted (2.3.) was that to set
priorities is important. The question of allocating resources (2.i4.)
was commented upon by two of the subjects. One cautioned not to
allocate all resources to their limit. He suggested leaving a slack of
about 20^ (i.e., one day per week) unscheduled for emergencies and
crises. The other subject who commented on 2.h. suggested a reminder
that time is needed for keeping up with national trends, reading, and
the like. The 20^ idea is a very good one and had not been considered
by the author. This will be incorporated in the revision. The question
of time for reading does not belong in this step, since this is dealing
solely with the resources set aside for studies. The point is an
important one, however, and will be taken into account as an aspect of
staff development (III.B.) in the revision of the rationale of the
methodology
.
There were two subjects who commented on the criteria for approving
a study (2.5.). One stated that this step may not have to be as
detailed as it is depending on what the circimstances are. For example,
in a large office the process of determining criteria will be more
formal than in a smaller office. The other subject thought that criteria
( 2 . 5 .) should be determined before prioritizing the studies
(2.3.). It
was explained that the criteria are for requests that are received.
In
that case, the subject indicated that this step (2.5.) is realJy an
application of policies, and that 2.5.1., considering whether the pur-
pose of the requested study is consistent with the definition and
purpose of institutional research, is a policy and at a higher conceptual
level than the other criteria considered. The rationale for all that
was said by this subject was based on a misunderstanding in that the
earlier prioritization is on types of studies, the later criteria for
accepting or rejecting studies. The author will try to make this
distinction a little clearer in the revision. As for the detail, it
was stated earlier that the person using this methodology can choose
which parts he/she wishes to use. If a person does not agree with the
level of detail in a particular step, it does not have to be carried
out at that level.
Major Process III
.
(Continued)
D. 2.6. Determine the process for requesting studies.
2.6.1.
Set up a request form.
2. 6. 1.1. Include space for the name of the
requestor.
2. 6. 1.2. Include space for indicating the
requestor's position in the insti-
tution .
2. 6. 1.3. Include space for indicating what
group or department or office the
requestor represents— if any.
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2 . 6 . 1 . 1).
2 . 6 . 1
. 5 .
2 . 6 . 1 . 6 .
2 . 6 . 1 .?.
2 . 6 . 1 . 8 .
Include space for the name of the
study
.
Include space for the purpose of
the study to be indicated.
Include space where the probable
uses of results of the study can
be indicated.
Include space for any other infor-
mation desired.
Include the OIR return address.
Three of the seven subjects reacted to the request form, and all
of these thought such a form to be too formal. One rejected the idea
completely saying that the IR person has to be more personal. He did
not even concede that the researcher should take time to fill out such
a form himself/herself . A second subject stated that the form was all
right for formal studies, but there are also requests for an item of
data and then the form would not be appropriate. The third subject
commented at length on the use of forms. At first he rejected the
notion, then modified the form. His comments are worthy of note and
follow
:
It is important to keep records but if an educational institution
differs from a branch of General Motors it is in
(a) it is a community as well as a structured organization;
(b) the extent of the community is in large part going to
determine its effectiveness.
Don't set up a request form . ... I see this whole business of
IR as entrepreneurial so go out and hustle up trade. ... If
you rustle up trade, you find people dropping in and giving you
some you didn't ask for, maybe more than you want.
2i2
Concerning the use ol‘ a form, he described it as: "a logistic control
process, not a decision process"; "an authenticating process"; "a
bureaucratic requirement procedure." Finally, he suggested that the
form be collapsed to who, what, why, when, where; then use more letter-
head rather than forms so that IR is not seen as an administrative data
system. In the revision this step will be simplified to the present
2.6., determine a process for requesting studies. The fact that this
is only for studies will be emphasized. Then a form will be suggested
using the parts described in the substeps above. This will merely be
a suggestion and not a step or substep.
Major Process III
. (Continued)
D. 2.6.2. Plan a memo to the members of the institu-
tion.
2. 6. 2.1. Indicate how requests for studies
are made.
2. 6. 2. 1.1. Indicate that request
forms must be filled
out
.
2. 6. 2. 1.2. Include instruction to
send the request form
to the OIR.
2.6. 2. 2. Indicate the criteria for studies
to be accepted.
2. 6. 2. 2.1. Indicate who sets up
the criteria.
?P.6. 2. 2. 2. Indicate what the cur-
rent criteria are.6.2.3.
Indicate how requests are processed.
2.6.2. 3.1. Indicate that the OlH
staff checks tiie
request for a study
against criteria formu-
lated by tiie OIR staff
and Advisory Board.
2. 6. 2. 3. 2. Indicate that the OIR
staff checks resources
allocated for this kind
of study.
2. 6. 2. 3. 3. Indicate that the OIR
staff accepts or re-
jects a request accord-
ing to tlie results of
2 . 6 . 2
.
3 . 1 . and
2 . 6 . 2 . 3 . 2 .
2. 6. 2.
3.
^+. Indicate that the OIR
staff sends a memo to
the requestor indica-
ting acceptance of tiie
study or rejection of
the study.
P.6.2.3.5. Indicate that a meeting
is set up to begin an
approved study.
2.6.3. Disseminate the request forms and memo to the
members or offices of the institution.
There was one subject who remarked on the memo of 2.6.2. He
indicated that it is important to keep records, but the researcher
must remember that a college or university is a community. This sub-
ject suggested, as an alternative to the memo, soliciting an invitation
to spend ten minutes at each faculty department meeting. His suggestion
was expanded—have the institutional researcher show up in person at the
meeting and say:
\
This is who I am.
This is what I was hired to do.
This is what we are up to now.
If thoughts occur, give me a call.
These suggestions will be written into the rationale of the next step
(III.D.3. ).
Another subject commented on part of the section of the memo
indicating how requests are processed (2. 6 . 2. 3.). On the question of
rejecting studies ( 2. 6. 2. 3. 3 . )
,
it was suggested that the input of the
Advisoi'y Board be indicated and clearcut guidelines articulated. The
subject did like the idea of letting the requestor know if the request
for a study is accepted or rejected rather than letting him oi her
remain uncertain.
The only comment on the dissemination in 2.6.3. was that in the
Ijarticuiar state institution that the subject was from, most studies
are requested Irom above rather than from individual departments. This
person was not saying that dissemination siiould be limited upward in
all cases but that is how it is done in his institution. In response
to all of these comments, such detail as provided in 2.6.2. will be
eliminated in the revision. All of these substeps will be subsumed in
the next step (3.).
Maj or Process III. (Continued)
D. 3. Plan to communicate policies to rest of the institution.
3.1. Plan to disseminate a written communique of policies
for next FY generated in D.2.
3.1.1. Indicate what kinds of studies can be con-
ducted
.
3.1.2. Indicate who can request studies.
3.1.3. Include information on how to request a
study
.
3.1.i4. Indicate criteria for approval of a study.
3.2. Plan in institution-wide meeting or series of
meetings to review and discuss policies disseminated
in the memo of 3.1. above—especially first year.
Five of the seven subjects reacted to communicating policies.
However, there was not agreement among them on this topic. Two agreed
with this, with added cautions, two disagreed, and one considered
communicating a different kind of information.
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The two agreeing cautioned that phones still need to be answered
also that the researcher should be careful not to overcommit
himself/herself. Another caution suggested was not to invite others
to participate in the process or rationalization of the policies of
IR. It was also stated that it depends on the institution how the
researcher wants to get policies across. Sometimes informality works
better than formality. The author intended the institution-wide meeting,
or series of meetings, to be either formal or informal, depending on
the researcher and the institution.
The two subjects disagreeing said that the researcher does not
need to disseminate policies and that people do not really want to know
about these. Both mentioned confidentiality and the protection of
individuals as a consideration rather than disseminating policies. One
also stated that getting out reports is a dissemination process in
itself and an additional process is not needed. In starting an Office
of Institutional Research, the author believes that some sort of dis-
semination of what the office does will aid in its becoming an all-
university office.
The fifth subject considered making a list of information that is
available including what studies are done, how often they are done, and
the like. The author does believe that some sort of information should
be disseminated and, since there is no agreement on the part of the
subjects interviewed, this section will be revised but not eliminated.
An information brochure communicating the policies listed in 3.1.
will
be suggested in the revision. This will help to break the
formality
and yet still communicate policies.
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Major Process III. (Continued)
E. Set up a calendar-timetable for the next FY.
1 . Schedule known dates up to this point.
1 . 1 . Indicate the due date of goals and objectives for
the next FY.
1 . 2 . Consider the amount of time necessary to formulate
goals and objectives.
1 . 3 . Indicate the due date of mandatory reports
.
l.U. Consider time and due date of cyclical reports.
1 . 5 . Consider staff meetings.
1 . 6 . Indicate convention dates.
1 . 7 . Indicate dates of known trips.
1 . 8 . Consider time of evaluation process of OIR.
1 . 9 . Consider any other knowns
.
2 . Continue to use the calendar-timetable as the year pro-
grosses
.
This step was well received. Three of the subjects commented on
it, and all said that this was a good idea. One had tried something
similar to the calendar-timetable and remarked that he had almost
stayed on schedule and was able to produce some data ahead of schedule
This section will remain as is in the second draft of IR Methodology.
Major Process IV . Identify Decision Makers .
A. Implement the Plan resulting from Major Process III
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All but one of the subjects responded to Major Process IV. Four
had general comments, and three suggested that an indication be made
that there is now a transition in the methodology to individual studies.
This will be done on the first page of Institutional Research Method-
ology . Two subjects had more general comments which were of importance
to the author. One remarked:
This is all interesting because I have never seen this anywhere
written down, but in fact an awful lot of management's time is
spent deciding who cares and how much, or who's going to get
mad, and whether you can get all the cats in one bag.
The other stated:
This methodology is real as an abstraction. That's not a contra-
diction! The ability of the researcher to perceive it as real
is going to depend, in part, on his willingness to see the pecu-
liarities of the environment, such as press of time.
Concerning the institutional researcher and decision making, one
subject stated that the researcher can come to conclusions provided
they are based on work done so that they can be backed up and justified.
However, the researcher cannot come to conclusions based on his or her
personal views. He also stated that the researcher cannot participate
in a decision and keep his/her credibility. The author recognizes this
as a debated issue, and, although she agrees with the points indicated,
they will not be incorporated into the methodology . At no point does
this methodology allow for an institutional researcher to act as a
decision maker except when decisions are made concerning the OIR.
Major Process IV . (Continued)
B. If an approved study is mandatory, cyclical, or
an office
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project, go to D; otherwise go to C.
C. If the study is other than mandatory, cyclical, or an office
project, meet with the requestor of the study.
1. Identify the source of the request as the requestor
decision maker (RDM).
2. Identify the immediate decision makers for this study
(IDM); this includes the RDM in most cases.
3. RDM identifies other DMs within the institution who may
also use this information.
U. RDM identifies any external sources who may use this infor-
mation.
5. Go to E.
D. If the study is mandatory, cyclical, or an office project, the
OIR staff meets.
1. Identify the initial source of the request and/or recommen-
dation for the study.
2. Identify those conducting the study as the immediate DMs
(IDM).
3. Identify those internal DMs who may use this intormation.
U. Identify those external DMs who may use this information.
In considering this process, one subject stated that before doing
any study, some questions that should be asked are: "Who is
the client?
Are you going to be fingering an individual or not? Is there
some sup-
port to help them afterwards?" Another question of importance
that he
indicated should be asked was, "Who owns and controls the
information?
The author holJevoti that the Clrut i|u»'Utlori lit parIJally auuw«''r»-(l in
tiie identl ricatlon proceuu uuKK‘’nto(i in tiilu m/i,.)or proLMaui and comp I nti? ly
arinwered In tiio next. Tlie next twcj (pimitlonn will l.e dealt with In the
next nia,)or proceon when pur[)Oue iu d i ocunuc'd . The lant <pieiition will he
added aa a atep In oectlon C In the revlnlon.
Another uub.iect did not like tiie une of the term d(;clulon maker.
To him this waa ,)uat an unfortunate hit of ,)arp,on uued In the trade.
He aluo needed a clarification of ri)M and DM. Another of hia commenta
dealt with othera who may he Intereated in the atudy for curloalty'
sake not hecauae they are real decialon makeru . It aeema that the
constraints of time and other reaourcea will take care of the last
problem, and, unacceptable thouph It rnipht he to some, decialon maker
is a term uaed by institutional researchera and, therefore, will continm
to be used in this methodology.
Ma.ior Process IV . (Continued)
tl. Conduct a Teat of Completeness of the list of DMs
.
K. Develop a plan for each study.
1. Indicate the stuily.
2. Indicate resources available for the study.
3. The Director of OIH and/or the staff indicates immediate
DMs
.
I(. The Director of OIH and/or the stuff indicates other DMs
to wh(jm Information should be disseminated.
5. Plan to work with IDMs to discuss the purpose
of the study.
6. Plan to work with IDMs to determine probable use
of Infor-
2hl
mation
.
T. Indicate expected time for the study from beginning to
final report.
No comments were made on section E, but several were made on section
F. One of the subjects found F. to be very confusing since it overlaps
what has already been done. He suggested that this might be a simple
contract or documenting process. Another lost track of acronyms. This
step will be changed in the revision. The steps on indicating resources,
dissemination list, and expected time will be retained in some form.
The rest will be moved to the next major process where the step
indicating negotiation of a simple contract with decision makers will
be expanded. The use of acronyms will also be lessened.
There should be no private questions, for example, a report should
go to all deans not just one, was the comment of another of the subjects.
He did not think that anyone should have an unfair advantage because of
more information. This will be commented on in the rationale of the
revised methodology, but usability of information is a criterion in
making out the dissemination list, so the methodology itself will not
be changed.
Two of the subjects responded to F.U.—the dissemination list. One
advocated that whoever gives data should get something back, and that
includes faculty and students if they are providing much of the data.
He also stated that it is possible to decide after the results who gets
the information. There is always the possibility of adding to the list,
but the author feels that at this point a dissemination list should
also
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be considered. The other subject commented that it is not the same
operation to say who should get the report as to say who could use the
information. The author believes that both of these are considered in
that the methodology identifies potential users of the information in
C. or D., and then in E. others are added if the staff thinks they should
receive the information.
One last comment on F. was made concerning F.T. The use of "final
report" as end was objected to by one subject. The end of a study is
not necessarily a written document was the subject's argument. It may
be an oral presentation, such as a meeting or feedback session; it may
be a public report; or it may be a memo to an individual. This point
is well taken, and a slight change in wording will eliminate this prob-
lem. Instead of "from beginning to final report," this step will be
reworded to say "from beginning to end." This will give the desired
flexibility.
Major Process V . Identify Types of Knowledge Desired .
A. Determine how much time can be spent with each IDM for Major
Process V.
B. Meet with all IDMs as a group unless there is reason to believe
that some conflict exists; then meet with each separately.
A general comment was made by one of the subjects that this step
is very important at the outset, particularly if a researcher
is working
with a computer system. Three responded to the possible
conflict
between decision makers in B. Two of these thought
that the conflict
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may have to be resolved and suggested that thought be given to strategies
for resolving conflicts. The third subject felt that the author was
making a value judgment in the statement of B.
,
and rebelled at that.
As stated in the rationale of this process (Chapter IV), much has been
written on conflict theory. Because of this and because, in the author's
opinion, there are other places which should be revised first, this step
will not be expanded in Draft II but may be in a later revision.
Major Process V . (Continued)
C. Discuss the purpose of the study.
1. IDM(s) explains in more detail the purpose of the study.
2. IDM(s) operationalizes the purpose if not done in 1. above.
2.1. Directly operationalize the parts which are still
fuzzy
.
2.2. Restate purpose.
2.3. If IDM(s) and staff member(s) are satisfied, go to D;
otherwise go to 2.U.
2.h. Use Hutchinson's "Operationalization of Fuzzy
Concepts .
"
The discussion of purpose was noted in some manner by three
of the
subjects interviewed. One person questioned the word "operationaliza-
tion." This does not appear in Webster's unabridged
dictionary. How-
ever, it is a word which has been used in methodological
developments,
so the author chooses to use this word which means
to make more con
cretely understandable."
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Another subject cautioned:
IR needs to protect itself from doing studies to arrive at a
foregone conclusion, such as to support a given position. Do
not select, channel data, modify information for someone's
specific purpose.
This caution will be incorporated into the rationale of the revised
methodology rather than in the steps themselves. Since one of the
criteria for accepting a study is that its purpose be consistant with
the purpose of institutional research, this precludes a study being
conducted to arrive at a foregone conclusion, so another step indicating
this is not necessary.
The third subject, commenting on B.
,
remarked that it is key that
the institutional researcher work with the decision maker in operation-
alizing the purpose, since the decision maker will not operationalize
on his/her own but will rely on the expertise of the IR person. This
subject also felt that the institutional researcher's expertise does
not "jump out" in this section. This will be incorporated into the
revision by indicating in this step that OIR staff members help IDM(s)
to operationalize the purpose of the study.
Major Process V . (Continued)
D. Define parameters of the study.
1. IDM(s) indicates probable use of information from this
study.
2. IDM(s) defines any terms to be used which need defining.
3. IDM(s) identifies those questions he/she would like
answered
.
IDM(s) indicates the depth to which he/she expects the study
to be carried out.
5. If there are any problems with depth requested, the insti-
tutional researcher explains the reasons to the IDM(s).
If agreeable to IDM(s), go to 6; otherwise go back to C.
6. Negotiate a simple contract on the lines drawn up in IV. F.
Most of the subjects interviewed (five out of seven) had something
to say about the definition of parameters. The one subject who did not
like the idea of a methodology at all did think that this was a useful
section. Another cautioned that halfway through a study the researcher
may discover that there is knowledge someone else needs to know that
the researcher did not expect. One of the subjects emphasized the need
for learning the specific question the decision maker has in mind. If
this can be determined the study may be done differently. The operation-
alization of the purpose in the previous step is an attempt to deal with
this so that by D.3. questions can be more easily articulated. This
same subject also stressed the distinction between accuracy and precision
in determining the desired depth of the study. He stated
that accuracy
is assumed and the real question is: What level of precision
is
necessary to accomplish the purpose? This distinction
will he made
within the text, but will not be added to the revised
methodology
since this is implied in what is already written.
A whole section on an Advisory Committee was
seen as a desirable
addition by another subject. This Advisory Committee
is to be formed
for each project and should be made up of at least one
OIR person, at
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least one from the requesting office, some administrative people,
faculty with special knowledge or Interest in the area of the project.
Some sort of contract should be made such as: "If you show up x num-
ber of times for the period of the study to comment, make recommenda-
tions, lend expertise, we’ll manage the project." This was seen as
an easy way of utilizing faculty expertise. Even though using the
expertise on campus is considered in this methodology, the author can
see great advantage to setting up such an Advisory Committee. This
idea will be incorporated into the revision, but not at this point.
If the project is a large scale study, then setting up this committee
is feasible. For small projects the author does not believe setting
up such a committee will be as useful. A step will be added to the
next major process, designing strategies, which will consider such an
Advisory Committee, including membership and contract.
The last suggestion on this step was to write a formal protocol,
like a grant request, every time a question or area comes up in which
the office is going to do some work. The simple contract will be
expanded to include this idea in the new draft of IR Methodology as
well as those suggested in the previous major process (IV.F.T.)-
Major Process V . (Continued)
E. Identify the type of study desired according to the discussions
in C and D.
1. Determine if the study is to be an evaluation.
2. Determine if the study is to be a needs assessment.
3. Determine if the study is to be data gathering for
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immediate planning (other than 2.1. or 2.2.).
U. Determine if the study is to be data gathering for future
planning (such as mandatory, cyclical, or office projects
might be).
Of the four subjects who commented on the classifications, two
indicated their own method of classifying studies. One classified
studies by the following questions:
Is it to provide basic data?
Is it an analytical study? For example, is it an analysis
of basic data to perhaps ask how the data has changed from
five years ago?
Does this identify a given problem?
Another subject's classifications were:
Is it quantitative (count) or qualitative (measure)?
Is it sample or census?
Is it objective or subjective?
Is it on-going or a one-time study?
He also gave an example of how he sequences questions within classifica-
tions. After determining the above classifications he asks: "What are
the answers I want?" and "Are there proxy answers I can use for
inference?"
Two of the subjects did not know what the given classil ications
meant or did not think the names were informative. However, after
explanation, these classifications were understood, though not wholly
accepted. After some discussion on multipurpose studies or multiple
studies on the same topic, it was decided that a fifth combination
category should be given. Three of the four subjects then accepted
these categories. The author wants to maintain these categories
since
they are based on the purpose of the study rather than the
strategy ot
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the study. A fifth combinatory category will be added in the revision.
Maj or Process VI. Design Strategies for Obtaining Knowledge Desirpri.
A. Identify resources available for this study.
1. Determine how much time is available for this study.
2. Determine what monetary resources are available.
3. Determine availability of data processing time.
h. Determine what other resources are available.
B. Determine resoirrce allocation for designing strategies.
A general comment on the whole of Major Process VI was made by one
subject. He objected to the whole, pointing out that the author was
trying "to promise the reader everything" ; trying to develop a "taxon-
omy for all human inquiry." He also commented, "The architecture for
all the mansions is there, but to tell all the different possibilities
and to try to make everything fit— !" The author realizes the vastness
of this section when it is fully developed, but feels that at least as
much as is now in the methodology is needed; otherwise a large gap
would be present.
Two subjects specifically commented on section A while no one
mentioned B. One of the subjects referenced a paper he had written to
further develop the step dealing with time. However, the author feels
he was talking more about the matter of timing of a study rather than
available time. The other subject also talked about time, but, again, not
available time but needed time. The questions of timing and needed
time are important ones to be considered. At this point in the develop-
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merit of the methodology
,
these will be included in the rationale for
Draft II and not in the steps themselves. In a later revision, these
ideas may be added to the process dealing with criteria for accepting
a study.
The suggested expansion of A.l. included: (l) How much time by
staff, client, participants? (2) How many feedback cycles? (3) What
preliminary results are desired? There were also added questions
suggested to expand A. 3. on data processing time. These were: (l) How
much money for data processing? (2) Can you get on the machine—
a
question of the priorities of data processing? (3) How much will it
cost? These are good questions to be considered, but because of more
reorganization needed in other parts of VI, these will not be incor-
porated at this time.
Major Process VI . ( Continued)
C. Identify sources of information necessary for this study.
1. Identify those offices of the institution which maintain
data files necessary for this study.
2. Identify individuals with special expertise needed for this
study.
2.1. Consider staff members of OIR.
2.2. Consider administrators
.
2.3. Consider faculty members.
2.U. Consider graduate students.
2.5. Consider staff members, other than those of OIR.
2.6. Consider consultants
.
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2.7.
2 . 8 .
2.9.
Consider others.
Make a list of individuals identified in 2.1. to 2.7.
Prioritize the list of 2.8.
2.9.1. Prioritize the list according to expertise
where 1 = greatest expertise and n = least
expertise (n = the number of names on the
list )
.
2.9.2. Prioritize the list according to resources
needed to engage each where 1 = least
resources needed and n = most resources
needed
.
2.9.3. Score each person on the list according to
affordability where 1 = can afford and 10 or
(n + 1)—whichever is higher—= cannot afford.
2.9.^. For each type of individual on the list,
multiply scores given in 2.9.1.) 2.9.2.,
2.9*3. for a total score.
2.9.5. Rank the individuals on the list by total
score (lowest to highest) for a prioritized
list of potential sources of expertise.
Three of the subjects interviewed made short comments on C.l.
"How to get data is a complex question." was the comment of one. He
also said that the "most important question is in obtaining and main-
taining data sources." Another subject pointed out that there are also
outside sources of information, such as regional organizations,
national
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organizations, state and federal agencies, and other institutions. The
third subject coimnenting on C.l. added that some offices have informa-
tion but do not maintain it. Re also mentioned the fact that the
researcher may have to get "information from one source for many pur-
poses" or "from many sources for one purpose." The first step will be
expanded to include offices which have data but do not necessarily
maintain them. Outside sources will not be considered since the sources
being considered are those with information about the institution.
Commenting on C.2. were four of the subjects interviewed. The
subject who proposed an Advisory Committee for each study suggested
that some of those individuals identified as having special expertise
needed for the study be put on the Advisory Committee which would make
"them responsible at least for reading what you write, commenting on
it, and listening to the Director a couple of times." Another subject
said he would add colleagues in other institutions as individuals with
special expertise. In the revision, as mentioned in V.E., a section on
an Advisory Committee for a particular study will be added. Within this,
membership will be suggested, including the suggestion of one of the
persons with special expertise on the topic. Outside persons will not
be included at this time. They will be considered when looking at
existing strategies for studies in the next section.
The matter of prioritizing in the manner suggested was rejected
outright by two of those interviewed. One considered the method sug-
gested as going "overboard in rigidity." He would certainly not use
this
method and commented that there are a variety of techniques that
one
252
could use to prioritize. He also pointed out that there are individuals
involved and that there may be other things that they can contribute.
The intent of the author was not rigidity, but to suggest a method for
prioritizing. This comment is legitimate and, in giving it much
thought, the author has decided to eliminate this step from the method-
ology in Draft II.
Ma.ior Process VI
. (Continued)
D. Test existing strategies for obtaining the desired knowledge.
1. Identify existing strategies for obtaining the desired
knowledge
.
1.1.
Identify the type of study from V.E.
1.1.1. If the study is an evaluation, go to 1.2.
1.1.2. If the study is a needs assessment, go to
1.3.
1.1.3. If the study is data gathering for immediate
planning, go to l.h.
1.1. ii. If the study is data gathering for future
planning, go to 1.5.
Only two general comments were made on this piece of the methodology
.
One suggested that D. be restated as: "Is there any known strategy that
I can use?" The other was: "llhat about multipurpose studies?" The
first question will be added to the statement of D. The second will not
be, since if it is multipurpose the researcher will go to all of the
substeps which apply; for example, if the knowledge desired is both an
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evaluation and data gathering for future planning, the researcher would
go to substeps 1.2. and 1.5. and continue as indicated.
Major Process VI
. (Continued)
D. 1.2. Study evaluation strategies.
1.2.1. Consult with appropriate internal evaluation
experts if necessai'y.
1.2.2. Consider Fortune/Hutchinson's Evaluation
Methodology
.
1.2.3. Consider Stufflebeain' s CIPP Model.
1.2.1*. Consider Stake's Evaluation Design.
1 . 2 . 5 . Consider Scriven's Evaluation Framework.
1.2.6. Consider the Institutional Goals Inventory.
1.2.7. Consider Project USHER.
1.2.8. Consider appropriate WICHE-NCHEMS matei'ials.
1 . 2 . 9 . Consider any other known models.
1.2.10. Go to 2.
1.3. Study needs assessment strategies.
1.3.1. Consult with appropriate internal needs
assessment experts if necessiu'y.
1.3.2. Consider Coffing's Needs Analysis Methodology
1.3.3. Consider any other known models.
1.3.4. Go to 2.
I.I4 . Study strategies for data gathering for immediate
planning (other than evaluation or needs assessment)
l.n.l. Consult with appropriate interna] exf)erts on
data gathering for irrunediate planning if
necessary.
l.U. 2
. Consider Project PULSE Methodolo{->y— a student
opinion project.
1 . 4 . 3 . Consider suitable WICHE-NCllEMS materials.
1 . 4 . 4 . Consider Dressel's Departmental Study Design.
1.4.5. Consider other known models.
1 . 4 . 6 . Go to 2 .
1.5. Study strategies for data gathering for future
planning.
1.5.1. Consult with appropriate internal experts in
data gathering for future planning if
necessary
.
1.5.2. Consider suitable WICHE-NCHEMS materials.
1.5.3. Consider Cycles: Quality of Student Life
Indicators (Kegan).
1.5.4. Consider other known models.
1.5.5. Go to 2 .
Everyone had something to say on the specific strategies sections.
Four had comments on format. Two said that it looked as if they were
supposed to consider every item, rather than the fact that these ai e
examples. A clearer statement that these indeed are only some exaiTiples
was suggested. Some other comments, suggestions and/or questions were
as follows
:
Subject 1: These can be footnoted— "say 'consider,' then reference
Subject 2:
Subject 3
them.
"
(a) There is an enormous amount of literature on these
and "summary documents are available."
(b) People "should at least know where to get some of
these things." "Jossey-Bass catalogues are good."
(c) "Maybe keep 1.2.1., 1.3.1., etc. and add 'There
exist a number of published formal
. . . models in
the appendix.'"
(d) "Take these [examples] out of the text and put them
in an appendix, such as an annotated bibliography
(maybe 6-10 for each category)."
(a) "Your list and my list may not be the same. I find
myself bridling at the arrogance that this is an
exhaustive list."
(b) "If [strategies] are known to me, I will consider
them.
"
(c) "There is not much on instruments in here which is
just as well."
(d) "I'm not so sure there are any things other than
fragmentary strategies in any of these things."
(e) "Other studies on the same topic have been completely
omitted .
"
(f) "Some studies are not any of these, but may be: tell
me how many people—; what factors are involved?"
2%
(g) "You can make a list of things."
(h) "This is so theoretical. It is fine, but—
"
(i) "I don't have studies come to me this way. You are
talking about a world I don't know. You are talking
about a big place—a big university, the U.S. govern-
ment, etc., contractors for studies, but not a small
place .
"
Subject h: (a) "I wouldn't know these. Put them in a footnote or
appendix.
"
(b) "Where would you put ACE for information on students?"
(c) "Questionnaires do not leave you much time for these
things .
"
The author's responses to the above comments follow. The examples
in each category will be listed as possible considerations and then be
footnoted. The fact that this methodology is chiefly for newcomers to
the field prompts the author to keep these examples listed within the
methodology rather than in an appendix. The idea of an annotated bib-
liography is a very good one, but that would require a major research
project which is beyond the scope of this endeavor at this time. The
list is not meant to be exhaustive but simply a starting place.
The substep at the end of each of these steps considering other
known strategies will be eliminated. Subject 3's comment on this is
well taken. There will also be a substep added in each of
the categories
to consider other studies on the topic which were done at
similar
institutions. The last comments made by Subject 3 are seen as
comments
made by one individual, not by any of the other
subjects, nor coinciding
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with the author's views on these steps. Therefore, these will not
result in a revision of the methodology. A last consideration is ACE
data which the author believes will be Included in the new substep
considering studies done by other institutions, and, therefore, will
not be specifically mentioned in the revision.
Some remarks were made on specific sections. For example, under
evaluation strategies, one subject suggested regrouping the examples
into "general models" and "special purpose models." Another added
Provus ' Model and the Delphi Technique to the list. A third subject
said that putting in "appropriate WICHE-NCHEMS materials" was vague.
He felt there is a whole group of the WICHE-NCHEMS materials that are
not particularly useful. Yet another subject thought that in evalua-
tion "the strategy to use may depend on how you perceive the results
are going to be understood." Considering these remarks, the author
will list examples and add some, as was stated above, but will not
remove the WICHE-NCHEMS materials as examples since they are worthy of
note.
A few other suggestions were made. One subject suggested adding
to the needs assessment section, a book by Cruddy: Improving and
Assessing Performance from Berkeley Center for Research in Higher
Education in 1975. This is a simple addition to the list provided
that the author can find the reference. Another suggestion was the
insertion of quotation marks around "data gathering for immediate
(future) planning" to make it stand out more. The quotation marks
will be added.
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Ma.ior Process VI
. (Continued)
D. 2. Make a list of existing strategies that may be used.
3. Check adequacy of existing strategies for this study.
3.1. Check each strategy found in 2 against the purpose
of the study.
3.1.1. If it will accomplish the purpose of the
study, go to 3.2.
3.1.2. If it will not accomplish the purpose of this
study, go to the next strategy listed in 2 if
there is one; otherwise go to E.
3.2. Check each strategy against resources available for
the study.
3.2.1. If resources are available, go to 3.3.
3.2.2. If resources are not available, go to 3.1.
and next strategy listed in 2 if there is
one; otherwise go to E.
3.3. Check strategy against any other criteria desired.
3.3.1. If it satisfies each criterion, go to 3.U.
3.3.2. If it does not satisfy each criterion, go
to 3.1. and next strategy listed in 2 if
there is one; otherwise go to E.
3.H. Make a list of those strategies satisfying 3.1.,
3.5.
3.2.
,
3.3.
Go back to 3.1. and next strategy listed in 2 unless
all strategies have been tested, then go to 3.6.
f
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3.6. Prioritize the list of 3.)t.
3.6.1. Prioritize the list by how well the struteQr
will accomplish the purpose where 1 = best
accomplish to n = least accomplish purpose.
3.6.2. Prioritize the list by amount of resources
needed where 1 = least resources needed to
n = most resources needed.
3.6.3. Prioritize list by other criteria.
3.6.H. For each strategy on the list multiply scores
received in 3.6.1., 3.6.2., 3.6.3. for a
total score.
3.6.5* Rank the strategies on the list by total
score from lowest to highest.
3.7. Plan to implement the highest ranking (lowest score)
strategy found in 3.6.5*
3.8. Go to F.
This whole section was not commented on except for three subjects
suggesting flowcharting. This is the author's intent for most of the
methodology when it is in another revision.
Major Process VI . (Continued)
E. Design own strategies for obtaining knowledge desired.
1. Conceptualize the ideal way of conducting this study to
accomplish the stated purpose to the desired depth.
1.1. If this is a one-time study, use Decision-Making
Methodology (Coffing, Heffernan); otherwise go to
1 . 2 .
1.2.
If this kind of study may be done again, use Meta-
methodology (Hutchinson).
2. Test this strategy.
2.1. Test for feasibility.
2.1.1. If feasible, go to 2.2.
2.1.2. If not feasible, go to 3.
2.2. Test against resources available.
2.2.1. If there are enough resources to carry out
this strategy, go to 8.
2.2.2. If there are not enough resources, go to 5-
3. Revise the strategy to compensate for parts that are not
feasible.
3.1. If revision can be made, go to U.
3.2. If revision cannot be made, go to 6.
U. Test new strategy against the purpose of the study.
U.l. If it is consistent with the purpose, go to 2.
U.2. If it is not consistent with the purpose, go to 6.
5. Revise the strategy to lessen resources needed.
5.1. If the revision can be made, go to 4.
5.2. If the revision cannot be made, go to 6.
6. Determine if a measurement expert is needed.
6.1. If yes, arrange to meet with one.
6.2. If no, go back to 1. (Do this only once; otherwise
go to T .
)
7. Return to 1DM(3) and inform him/her that this study cannot
be conducted as planned. Go to Major Process V.
The value of flowcharting is very obvious here and was mentioned.
Other than this remark, four subjects had varied suggestions or other
ways of looking at the designing of own strategies.
One subject was concerned about the question of resources. He
felt that if the project was really important then the researcher should
request additional resources from the institution. The last step will
be reworded so that the IDM(s) will be informed of problems and he/she
can decide upon ways of solving them.
Another subject felt that other studies on the same topic should
be considered. He would ask, "Wlio has done it at a place similar to
ours and how?" This is a reality to him. Using the AIR bibliography
was helpful to him and then calling the researcher to discuss techniques.
However, he still maintained that "all strategies are fragmentary."
Actually, the author will consider other studies on the same topic in
the previous section when the methodology' is revised.
A third subject suggested his own method, rather than critiquing
what is in the methodology. His method is to decide if he wants to
sample or take a census before describing the operational design (E.8.).
Therefore, he would decide on
1. sampling error versus non-sampling error
2. precision versus accuracy
3. cost—determined by the sample
^4. power of the test.
The author can understand the logic of this approach; however, in using
the Decision-Making Methodology or Metainethodology
,
these questions can
be raised in designing the procedure.
Finally, another subject classified institutional research studies
as marketing studies and not technical studies. He described these
types of studies by a series of questions
:
Technical Studies: What is the output information you want to get?
What is the acceptable level of accuracy which will
satisfy the question at a competent professional
level?
What will it cost to do all that?
What resources are needed? If I have them, do the
work; if not, don't.
Marketing Studies: What is the professional level of accuracy required?
What resources are available?
What can I do with these resources?
Does this make a useful contribution to [solving]
the problem?
In the end, do it the best way I can.
He continued:
Whether you do anything or nothing, a decision is going to be
made, and so first ask if you can make the decision on logical
rigorous terms—almost always "No." Then
,
can I, with what I
can bring to bear on it, usefully inform the decision or some
part of it? And usually that is what you wind up doing.
This is essentially what has been given in the methodology up to this
point, even though the studies were not defined as marketing studies.
Major Process VI
.
(Continued)
E. 8. Describe the operational design.
8.1. If the strategy calls for a questionnaire or survey
of any kind, use questionnaire construction tech-
tliques; otherwise go to 8.2.
3.1.1. Decide it this is to be a mail survey or a
direct contact survey.
8.1.2. Fonimlate questions.
8.1.3. Order the questions.
8.1. 1+. Decide on the format of the questionnaire.
8.1.5. Design the directions.
8.1.6. Pilot test the questionnaire.
8 . 1 . 7 . Revise the questionnaire if necessary.
(These steps are to be further developed.
)
If the strategy stipulates conducting interviews,
use interview techniques; otherwise go to 8.3.
8.2.1. Decide if the interviews will be itidividual
or group interviews.
8.2.2. Determine if the interviews will be structured
or unstructured.
8 . 2 . 3 . Prepare the questions for the interview or
the points to be covered if the interview
is to be structured or focused.
8.2.
i*. Determine how to record data.
8 . 2 . 5 . Conduct preliminary interviews as a piretest.
8.2.6. Revise if necessary; otherwise go to 8.2.7.
8. 2. 6.1. To revise questions, go to 8.2.3.
8. 2. 6. 2. To revise recording means, go to
8 . 2 . h
.
8 . 2 . 7 . Determine the approximate time needed for
each interview.
(These steps are to be further developed.
)
8.3. If the strategy calls for observations, use observa-
tion techniques.
8.3.1. Determine if the observation is to be
unobstrusive.
8.3.2. Determine if it is to be directly observable.
8.3.3. Determine if it is to be under natural condi-
tions, i.e., no imposed conditions.
8.3.4. Determine what observation technique to use.
8.3.5. Design a recording device.
8.3.6. Pretest the observational technique and
recording device.
8.3.7. Revise if necessary.
(These steps are to be further developed.)
9. Plan to implement the strategy designed.
There were only a few brief comments on this section on techniques
One subject said that he did not do things this way. He simply asks:
"Are data available and just have to be put together and tested, or is
it new data to be gathered?" The author believes that after this ques-
tion is answered, the next is to consider how the data are to be
gathered if that is the case. That is what this whole major process
suggests
.
Another subject suggested referencing books instead of expanding
on these techniques. This is already done in the rationale which these
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subjects did not have while critiquing the methodolof^r
. A third sub-
ject had some slight changes within techniques. These were:
1. In 8.1.1. change "direct contact" to "phone or face-to-face."
2. How are you going to analyze data? Consider this before
formulating questions in 8.1.2.
3» Determine the approximate time needed for each interview
( 8 . 2 . 7 .) before preparing the interview questions (8.2.3.).
U. In considering observation techniques, put ethics in someplace.
The first and third suggestions will be incorporated into the revision
in the appropriate substeps. The ethics of observation techniques will
be added as a caution at the beginning of that substep. The author
believes that the decision of format of the questionnaire takes into
account the means of analysis and does not necessarily have to be
decided before formulation of questions. Therefore, the ordering of
this substep will remain as is.
Major Process VI
.
(Continued)
F. Specify sampling procedures, if these are needed.
(These steps will be further developed.)
G. Specify statistical tests to be used.
(Further steps to be developed.)
H. Identify sources of information needed.
1. Identify any sources not listed in C.l.
2. Combine results of 1. above and C.l. into one list.
Identify those individuals with special expertise who are
needed for this study. Use the list from C.2.9.5. to
3.
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identify these individuals.
I. Identify resources available for carrying out this strategy.
There were very few remarks on these last sections of Major Process
VI. One subject suggested that sampling procedures (F.) be incorporated
into E. Four comments were made on G.
,
statistical tests: (l) have an
analysis section with this as a subset, for example, "a lot of things
you can do on a crosstab"; (2) an example is regression; (3) there is
a risk in becoming too "preoccupied with statistics and getting campus
averages
; (U) "you don't need to develop further steps. There exist
whole shelves of statistic books." Because of the time element involved
in completing this work, the author chooses not to develop this step
further at this time. Much work is needed elsewhere, as in Major
Process I. References for this step are also cited in the rationale.
One last remark was to identify resources (l.) and then allocate them
before going to the next major process. Resources have been allocated
at the beginning of a major process, so this change will not be made.
Major Process VII . Implement Strategies .
A. Determine resource allocation for implementing strategies.
B. Obtain cooperation of those sources of information listed in
VI. H.
1. Write a memo to each person on the list.
1.1. Indicate the name of the study to be conducted.
1.2. Indicate the purpose of the study.
1.3. Indicate the resources needed from this person.
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l.U. Indicate a place for the response of the individual.
1.5. Include a return envelope (to OIR).
One of the subjects did not have time to react to the last three
major processes. Therefore, only six of the subjects went through
Major Processes VII-IX.
The only comment on A. was made by the subject who suggested
allocating resources at the end of the last process. Therefore, A.
was redundant to him. The author has already commented on this.
the subjects interviewed on the last processes reacted
to B.I., writing a memo. Foirr of them objected to obtaining coopera-
tion by means of a memo. Two of them rejected it outright. The other
two advocated a personal touch as well, such as calling the person(s)
and/or going to talk to the person(s) face-to-face. In any event, more
personal contact was strongly suggested in addition to the communica-
tion by memo. This step will be revised. Instead of writing a memo
to obtain cooperation, a meeting or telephone call will be inserted in
this step.
One of the subjects questioned gaining cooperation of many, such
as in sending out a questionnaire. The author's response was that
the directions and introductory letter serve the same purpose as the
memo.
Two other subjects cautioned: "You may want to make sure that
people are giving information to you right." "Confidentiality is a
question for both the Director and the staff," and "There are some
things that should not be made public." These will be added as cautions
to the rationale, but not to the methodology. These steps do not
necessarily call for a long, detailed explanation of the purpose of the
project, so confidentiality and privacy will not be violated. Not only
should the researcher gain the trust of others, but he/she should trust
others; when strategies are implemented, any inconsistencies should show
up. Also clarifying what is wanted from the person when gaining coopera-
tion should help in getting the correct information, so this suggestion
will not be incorporated into the revision.
A last comment on gaining cooperation and obtaining information
was made by one of the subjects. He felt that if effort is put into
developing data bases, then OIR will have most of the raw data it needs
and will be less dependent on the cooperation of others and on their
information. The author believes this is true to a certain extent,
but does not believe that a point will come when the cooperation of
others is not needed. It is always needed to maintain a data base.
Therefore, this will not be considered in the revision.
Major Process VII
.
(Continued)
B. 2. For each person from whom you cannot get cooperation, go
to 3; otherwise go to C.
3. Attempt to secure cooperation of the person needed.
There was only one subject who reacted to B.2. and B.3. Comments
on B.2. were:
I suppose this does happen, but not for long. It depends on
what kind of information you are trying to get. People some-
times want to know why you want it, how it is used, but there
is no outright refusal.
269
And his conunents on B.3. were:
It depends on the information you need. It may not be in thelorm you need. I can't imagine this happening in a valid study
or project. You may have to get information yourself either
get it from them or make it available for you to get it.
Since no one else reacted to this and since the author believes that
this is a point that should be mentioned, no change will be made in
this section.
Major Process VII
. (Continued)
C. Implement strategies designed in VI.
D. Analyze data. (This step is to be further developed.)
E. Interpret results. (This step is to be further developed.)
Within implementation one subject cautioned:
As you proceed you will find that problems come up that need to
be ironed out. Sometimes it is hard to explain what you are
after in terms they [those supplying information] will understand.
You have to check back without nagging so that you get the infor-
mation you want.
Three subjects had comments on D.
,
analysis of data, and E.,
interpretation of results. Concerning D.
,
one of the subjects did not
think this step should be further developed. He felt that the researcher
can assume certain levels of competence. Another felt it useful to for-
mat data in such a way so that it comes out of the computer in a form
that people can read. The author believes that this is nice, but it
takes much time. A computer programmer on the staff could work on this.
Since such a person is not available at first, this will not be added
to the methodology. The suggestion will be made in the text of the
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revision.
The third subject combined comments on D. and E. To this person
these two steps are "a lot of the ball game!" It was pointed out that
a researcher may be forced to hand out data only, but this is not most
beneficial. Other comments on E. were as follows:
1. Not much development is needed on this step. Caution:
"... data can be interpreted differently by different
people."
2. "How results are interpreted is a complex question."
3. "Do comparisons, trends; point out areas that look different;
make suggestions as to implications—these are of use to
decision makers."
The last suggestion will be included in the revision. However, steps
D. and E. will not be further developed at this time. The caution is
already included in the next major process.
Major Process VIII . Reporting Procedures .
A. Allocate resources for reporting procedure.
B. Prepare the Report.
1. Identify the study.
1.1. Indicate the name of the IDM(s).
1.2. Indicate the name of the study.
1.3. Indicate the purpose of the study.
l.U. Indicate the date(s) of the study and the report.
2. Describe the method or techniques used.
2.1. Identify the population and/or sample.
2.2. Describe the measurement techniques.
2 . 3 . Describe the statistics used.
2 .I4 . Describe other procedures.
3 . Report any difficulties.
3.1. Report difficulties in sampling.
3.2. Report difficulties in measurement techniques.
3.3. Report difficulties in interpreting data.
3.^. Report any other difficulties encountered.
k. Present data.
4 . 1 . Present data by numerical tables.
4 . 2 . Present data by graphs.
4.3. Present data any other way desired.
5. Present the interpretation of data.
5.1. Present any significant results in the data.
5.2. Include any cautions on interpreting the data
presented.
C. Disseminate the report to those identified in IV. F. 3 . and
IV. F. 4 .
One subject considered this section very straightforward and had
no comments. Another said; "I wish I had my own as organized as this,"
and also advocated making reports on a regular basis. This subject saw
these reports as becoming important sources of information. This obser-
vation will be included in the text portion of the revised methodology
to emphasize the importance of this major process.
The subject who did not have time to comment on the last three
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major processes, did have one comment on this process: "Just attach
the data to a memo and send it to the guy who needs it." This sugges-
tion will not be incorporated into the revision in light of the author's
comment in the previous paragraph.
As for suggestions and/or additions to B.
,
the following were
given:
1. A report "can be written, oral—whatever."
2. Determine how much detail to include." "Order the presenta-
tion for the audience; for example, some people don't like to
read datum but love pie charts."
3. The ordering of the parts depends on the decision makers.
Concerning B.2. (describing the method or techniques used):
"You may not want to do this for everyone."
5. "Give a description of the methodology" in the report.
6. "Reports are read if the siammary is first."
7. "OIR gives management reports rather than technical reports."
8. "Avoid the tendency to inject personal biases. Identify your
own judgments."
9. "Give the answer that appears, not the answer that person
wants .
"
One subject ordered the parts of the report as follows: Cover sheet.
Summary, Text, Findings, Tables and Graphs, Appendix.
The first, second, third, and sixth suggestions (or comments)
above will be added to B. by means of an added cominent. In the rationale
the questions of ordering and inclusion will be addressed (comments
l-U and 6 above). The fifth comment is already included in step 2.
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comment 7 is not a suggestion, and, therefore, no decision on a
revision needs to be made. The last two comments are a question of
objectivity which has
istics desired in any
the text is all that
already been indicated as one of the character
institutional researcher. A reminder of this
is needed in the revision.
^Jor Process IX . Evaluate the Institutional Research Process
.
A. Identify the type of evaluation.
1. If the evaluation is of an individual study, go to B.
2. If the evaluation is of the year's IR process, go to D.
B. Allocate resources for evaluation of individual study.
C. Evaluate individual studies. This is to be done within a
month after the final report has been submitted.
1. Determine the extent to which the data are or have been
used for decision making.
1.1. Construct a list of datum reported to the IDM.
1.1.1. Give the list to each IDM.
1.1.2. Each IDM checks if the datum was used in
decision making.
1.2. Ask the IDM to construct a log of decisions made
since the report of the study was received.
1.2.1. Each IDM indicates what data from the
report were used in that decision.
1.2.2. IDM prioritizes the list of decisions made
in
2. Calculate the Percentage of Efficience of the study for
each IDM. From the list of datum,
g _
no. of datum used
no. of datum reported ^
3. Calculate the Percentage of Focus of the study.
3.1. Procure the decision making log from the IDM.
3.2. Construct a Focus Calculation Chart (see end of
Appendix B) for each IDM.
3.2.1. Count the number of decisions in the log
which used datum from the report; this is £.
3.2.2.
3.2.3.
3.2.U.
3.2.5.
Count the total number of decisions made;
this is ri.
Using the prioritization of decisions in the
log, consider the first ^ of them. Count
the number of decisions among the first for
which datum from the report were used.
This is a.
Fill in the Focus Calculation Chart.
3 . 2 . U . 1 . Let G = ^ and E = £.
3 . 2 . 14 . 2 . Let I = n.
3 . 2 . 4
.
3 . Let H = ri - and F = ^ -
3. 2. 4. 4. Let B = £ - a and C = £ - a.
3. 2. 4. 5. Let D = H - B.
Calculate the Percentage of Focus where
F = ^ t - X 100
All seven subjects agreed that C. was completely idealistic.
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Some other criticisms were: "People will feel uncomfortable doing
this"; "Simplify this"; "Nobody will want to do this"; "This is a
theoretical construct"; "Decisions grow; they are not made"; "If you
have time to do this, you aren't doing your job right"; "I'm not sure
how quantitative you can get"; "This is navel gazing!" "You can't
necessarily relate a particular product to a particular decision."
However, all agreed that evaluation was a good idea and that it is
not done enough
.
Several suggestions were given by each of the subjects interviewed.
Even the one who ran out of time to comment thoroughly on this process
agreed. We badly need to evaluate what we are doing." The following
are suggestions and/or remarks on evaluating projects:
Subject 1: Have maybe five questions—open-ended and some closed.
Have Yes-No or 5-point questions.
Sample questions:
Did datum change the information state of the receiver?
What confidence is there in the datum?
Was it [data] necessary, sufficient to use in a decision?
Did you read the report? (or hear it?)
Did you comprehend it?
Was it worth your time to read the report or attend the
meeting?
Was it used to make specific decisions?
Was it used for general background?
Do you believe it has changed anything?
Has it given new information?
Has it increased confidence?
Can discuss it with IDM.
Did you get what you were promised?
How was the timing?
Did you learn anything about the process?
Did you learn more about the process so that you can do it
yourself next time?
Give subjective estimates of percent of information not
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interested in; things not there but you would like toknow.
Subject 2: Having them make estimates is good.
Use criteria of the ideal. Compare what they had in mind (antic-ipated) with what they got in terms of quality, quantity
time, etc. ’
[Some questions were suggested:]
How well did this study meet the purpose of the study?
You can meet with individual decision makers to see how
well it met the purpose.
What is the perceived level of usefulness?
[with respect to] lateness—on time?
[with respect to] right and wrong kind of data in
terms of decisions they had to make?
Do they need to have it done again? If yes, what kinds of
changes should be made in it?
Subject 3 : Try to go back and evaluate the extent to which it is
doing any good and how appropriate.
Don't ask directly, "Did you read the report?"
Want to know if he read the report. Did he discuss the results?
The more important the decision, the more the institution will
back into them.
Something like evaluation ought to be left in. It's a darn
good exercise.
Subject Have a feedback mechanism: a simple short follow-up
questionnaire; informal.
Use the KISS principle: Keep It Simple, Stupid.
Subject It is hard to get feedback. You do get some random,
periodic gratitude.
If a person can even say, "That's interesting," it may be good
feedback
.
Subject 6 : Even on regular reports you need to get an indication if
these still meet needs. Is the format still OK?
You also can find out from meetings, talking with people, etc.,
by keeping in touch with areas of the institution. It is
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clear-cut
.
On special reports, we need to get some feedback.
[The author suggested some kinds of questions: Approximately how
SubiPot ^
readable? Did it make sense?jec 6 added two more possibilities:]
What additional questions did it raise?
Did It answer the questions you formulated in the beginning?
It is evident to the author that C.
, "Evaluating Individual
Projects," will have to be completely revised. An informal evaluation
or feedback process seems to be more realistic. The author will use
Ideas Irom the suggested questions in the revision. Four categories
will remain: use of data, focus of data, timing, other. Suggested
questions for each category will be added.
Major Process IX
. (Continued)
D. Allocate resources for evaluating the IR process (year's).
E. Evaluate the Year's IR Process.
1. Carry out a goals and objectives assessment at midyear.
1.1. Indicate how goals and objectives were achieved.
1.2. Determine if each goal is still a goal; if each
objective is still an objective.
1.3. Indicate what were helps in achieving the goals and
objectives
.
l.U. Indicate what were the hindrances to achieving the
goals and objectives.
1.5* Decide how to change hindrances into helps.
2. Calculate the mean for the year of the following for all
studies conducted.
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2.1. Calculate the mean percentage of efficiency.
2.2. Calculate the mean percentage of focus.
3. tiValuate the use of resources.
h. Evaluate the contract as per I.F. and I.H.
Five of the six subjects interviewed to the end of Major Process
IX commented on E. It was obvious to most that E.2. would probably be
removed, or they indicated that it should be taken out, since it
is based on C. One subject suggested evaluating the use of resources
(E.3.
)
by means of Cost Benefit or PERT. The rest of the comments were
general, i.e., not specific to a part of E.
One of the subjects made a general statement about IR without
suggesting any evaluation technique: "IR helps people change their
confidence in what they already know. We are just trying to make the
process easier."
Another had some ideas on the year’s evaluation, "The Director
should set aside one or two days for it. He should think about the
year, then talk it over with the staff—brainstorm, discuss it with
them." He also thought that maybe there should be a feedback mechanism
for the year's evaluation.
Yet another subject started by saying, "We don't need OIR; others
will do what they need." He then went on to state what he believes is
the value of IR: "But OIR does needed studies more consistently. Maybe
other kinds of information will become useful as a result of it. He
continued in the same vein, "OIR is not vital but it does get cyclical
information available more readily with better completeness and better
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reliability." This subject advocated that the researcher ask what
he/she does and ask for strengths and weaknesses of IR.
The last subject supported indirect evaluation. This would be
done by seeing how information was used in a decision made by talking
to enough people and also by the extent to which things changed.
An indication of who is doing the evaluation will be added. The
section assessing goals and objectives will remain since there was no
objection to that part. Section E.2. will be changed in compliance with
the new section C.
Summary
It is the author's opinion that IR Methodology was well-received
by all but one of the subjects interviewed. Many times during the
interviews, subjects would remark that they were just "nit-picking."
They saw the process as being very interesting, intriguing and useful.
Most thought it would be more useful to newcomers but that experienced
researchers could benefit from it as a checklist.
Major changes were suggested by many in the following ways:
Major Process I : Define the Role of Institutional Research . The
basic ideas in this process are good, but the order needs to be drasti-
cally changed. There should be a shorter and more general meeting with
the chief administrator over OIR and then more detailed work with the
staff, after one is hired, to define the role of IR.
Major Process II : Identify the Decision Making Structure in the
Institution
.
This process was seen as important, but a change from
formality to informality in identifying the structure was encouraged.
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^or Process III
: ^an a Year's Activities
. The major chanf^es
advocated in this process were: not calling everything a study, less
formality and rigidity in setting policies on requesting studies, and
a more personal approach.
Major Process IV : Identify Decision Makers
. There were no major
changes suggested for this process.
Major Process V : Identify Types of Knouledge
. There were no major
changes suggested for this process.
MsJ.or Process VI: Define Strategies for Obtaining Knowledge
Desired
. The most important suggestions for change or addition to
this process were the formation of an Advisory Committee for each
major study; more listings, rather than specific steps, when these are
meant as suggestions or examples; and less formality in prioritizing
sources of information or expertise.
Major Process VII : Carry Out Strategies
. There was no major
revision suggested for this process. However, a more personal approach
was advocated.
Major Process VIII : Reporting Procedures . No major change was
suggested for this process.
Major Process IX : Evaluate the IR Process . A major change in
evaluating individual studies hy the decision makers was strongly
advocated. A less complicated feedback mechanism was the suggestion
of most as an alternate way of accomplishing this.
The criticisms voiced were considered and a revision was made. A
discussion of the changes in IR Methodology based on the information
received in the interviews is the content of the next Chapter.
C H A P T E R V I
REVISIONS OF INSTITUTIONAL RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
As a result of the interviews of seven institutional researchers
from New England and New York for the purpose of critiquing the first
full draft of Institutional Research Methodology, a revision of this
methodology was made. The data from the interviews were reported in
Chapter V. This Chapter will discuss the revisions that the author
thought sufficiently important and necessai'y for the next level of
development of IR Methodology based on the data from the interviews.
The revisions will be discussed starting with page one of Draft
I of Institutional Research Methodology. These will not be given in
step form. A complete copy of Institutional Research Methodology
(Draft II) can be found in Appendix C.
Preliminaries : In stating the nine Major Processes at the beginning
of the methodology a note was added to explain the cycles. This
explanation of the cyclic nature of the steps was made to each of the
subjects and all agreed that this should be included somewhere. Thus,
the fact that Major Processes I and II are on a five-year cycle. III
and IX are on a yearly cycle, and IV-IX are cyclic with each study was
the first addition in Draft II.
Assumptions : Since four subjects questioned and/or made suggestions as
to the first assumption of some minimal preparation for IR, this assump-
tion was expanded. Minimal preparation, in the author's opinion, would
include the person's previous experience in conducting studies; some
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gs in the field of institutional research, especially Paul 1,.
so»e Knowledge of higher education in general. The first and last of
these additions to preparation come from suggestions received in the
interview concerning the background of the researcher and knowledge of
higher education.
Because there was one subject interviewed who rejected the whole
idea of an Institutional Research Methodology, the author believes
another assumption should be added stating that this methodology may
not be appropriate for all institutional researchers. Tone and format
may be as Incompatible for others as it was for the one interviewed
and, therefore, this possibility should be acknowledged.
^or Process I
: ^fine the Role of Institutional Research
. This was
changed to: "Define the Appropriate Role of Institutional Research at
Your Institution." This process was drastically changed considering
the objections voiced by all that the section on the meeting with the
administrator was too detailed. A more general meeting with the chief
administrator who directly supervises the Director of OIR and a more
detailed section working with the staff now make up most of this process
Starting at the beginning of Major Process I, a new section on
preparing for the meeting with the chief administrator was added. The
suggestions recorded in Chapter V on the researcher writing out his/her
understandings of IR, checking these ideas with others, and studying
any correspondence and/or materials sent by the institution, were used
as steps within this new section.
Section A of Draft I was changed and becomes a more general dis-
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cussion of IR. Many objected to the detail of the meeting with the
adiainistrator and suggested eliciting expectations; setting boundaries,
such as where information can be obtained and what levels of support
are available. There is also the question of whether the OIR is an
existing or a new office. This point was raised by one of the subjects
who also suggested adding a question as to why the administrator wants
an OIR. Thus, the beginning of the meeting with the administrator
includes steps discussing the administrator's reasons for starting or
continuing an OIR, eliciting the administrator's expectations of the
researcher and of IR, and discussing any discrepancies in expectations
and/or purpose of IR.
Some boundaries to be discussed were also added. The question
of confidentiality was raised by at least four of the subjects inter-
viewed. They also advocated eliminating any discuss of characteristics
of an institutional researcher. This was eliminated. A discussion of
confidentiality, helping to define one boundary, was added. Another
issue suggested by one of the subjects was vested interest groups. A
discussion of these groups and their relationship to OIR was another
step in the revision to help define boundaries.
Documenting the discussion with the administrator was seen as
desirable. However, a documentation step was added after the complete
meeting and not just the first segment. It includes all points discussed
and a stipulation that it be short (maximum of 3h typed pages as sug-
gested by one of the subjects). The goals and objectives section in
Draft I as a documenting procedure was not seen as a good idea by those
subjects interviewed. This was seen as something to be done with staff.
Thus, in the revision is a goals and objectives
and staff set these for OIR.
section where Director
Section B, 'Describe the Institution," of Draft I takes place after
the meeting with the admlnistrator-and If the researcher is hired.
One of the subjects mentioned utilizing the catalogue for some of this.
This is incorporated in the new section: "Look at the current catalogue"
rather than "Obtain a brief oral statement from the administrator" con-
corning history and goals and objectives of the institution. Also, in
the new placement of this section, an explanatory note on General
Procedures Manual was added. One of the subjects interviewed advocated
talking to various people on campus to get their perceptions of the
institution and IR. This step was added to the section on "understanding"
the institution rather than "describing" it. This, of course, is an
on-going process.
Section C, discussing resources with the administrator, becomes
a discussion of levels of support. The time element of the job was
confusing to many so it was eliminated. As suggested by one subject,
a discussion of budget should be first when discussing levels of support.
This was added in the revision. A general discussion of budget including
salary and benefits, and procuring the proposed budget if OIR is a
continuing office, or an estimated gross budget figui’e for OIR if it
is new, was all that will be discussed with the administrator on that
topic. However, a new section on budget was added in working with the
staff. This section includes drawing up the budget if need be, obtaining
the budgetary guidelines of the institution (as suggested by one
subject), using the budget categories of the institution, or considering
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those given in Draft I, but in list form rather than step form. Some
additions were made to the list: staff development, data processing,
tests and/or instruments; since these were noted as missing categories
by some. Also a step to get approval of the budget was added.
The discussion, with the administrator, of staffing became very
general. It includes possible professional and clerical staff, and
student aid. A more detailed section on staffing occurs later, working
with the existing staff. This includes the categories given in Draft I,
as well as a computer programmer, listed for possible considerations
within budget constraints (as mentioned by one subject). If new staff
is hired then a process for doing so is needed. This is also discussed
with the administrator. Another revision in the section on staffing is
to consider whether the office is a continuing or new one. Timing in
staff changes may not be the same in both cases.
After considering the suggestions of the two subjects who commented
on the discussion of the office itself, it was decided by the author to
incorporate both suggestions. One was an objection to considering the
space of the office; the other was to break down location into proximity
to decision makers and sources of information. Both questions are
discussed with the administrator in the revision.
So many (five out of seven) reacted to the one line step on data
processing that this step) was expanded. With the administrator, it is
only a discussion of what data processing services are available and
what relationship there is between OIR and data processing. However,
a new section was added in which the Directors of OIR and Data Processing
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meet and discuss hardware available to OIR, any shared staff time,
relationship between the two offices, proper way of requesting data
processing time, and the policies of the Data Processing Office, espe-
cially priorities. Some of these were suggested in the interviews.
Gaining cooperation and having information sources was seen as
vital to OIR. However, such a discussion with the administrator was
not advocated. The only point to be discussed with the administrator
was to find out what sources of information are available to OIR and
what are not. This step replaces the whole section on cooperation.
Going around talking to people, doing a good job, attending meetings
were seen as aids to gaining cooperation—not meeting with an admin-
istrator
. Talking to people was already mentioned and attending
meetings is mentioned in the next section. Doing a good job is what
all are trying to do and, therefore, is not mentioned.
The section on the management of OIR was eliminated in its present
form. Two points were discussed with the administrator: what com-
mittees the Director of OIR or its staff is expected to sit in on
(seen as very important by those interviewed) and the possibility of
an Advisory Committee on the Administration of OIR. A later section
on the specifics of an Advisory Committee was added in the revision.
This is to take care of the case where such a Committee is to be
created. The specifics are determined by the Director, the administra-
tor, and the OIR staff in the revision. Suggestions made by subjects
interviewed included purpose, membership, responsibilities, and fre-
quency of meetings. Each of these constitute a step in the new section.
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Also a suggestion that the Director be chairperson of this Conunittee
was used. Some suggestions given by subjects during the interviews
which appear as examples in the revision are such responsibilities as
policy setting, giving advice, making administrative suggestions. For
frequency of meetings, the suggestion was once every month the first
year and whenever a question of substance arises after the first year.
There is also a step allowing for procuring membership for this Com-
mittee.
The issues discussed with the administrator in Draft I of the
methodology are now in the section working with staff. The section
is a discussion of research work of OIR, and is to be done if OIR is
a continuing office. Instead of possible kinds of studies to be con-
ducted, one step is a discussion of the kinds of research the office
has undertaken. This decision was made based on a remark by one of
the subjects interviewed suggesting listing topics considered when
looking for a set of priority criteria. The author also changed the
word "study" attached to each category. Possible categories were
listed so that the fact that these are sample categories will be more
evident. These were listed as mandatory reports, development of an
institutional data base, cyclical reports or studies, staff projects
other than above or requested, requests for studies or data by persons
or agencies internal or external to the institution.
Sources of requests which have been received by OIR is the next
step in this section. To clarify the examples given by the author in
Draft I, but misunderstood by many, these were listed as questions, not
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as substeps. The questions which were considered in the revision are:
Are requests from one administrator only? What other administrators
have made requests? Were there any requests by faculty members or
faculty groups? by student groups? What outside agencies have
requested studies or data? A caution was added to this substep that
the office should not be restricted to what it has done in the past.
Rather than have multiple criteria sections, one step discusses
criteria that were used in accepting and/or prioritizing work for
OIR and determining what criteria will be used in the future. The
rest of Section I.E. was not maintained in the revision since it dealt
with discrepancies between ideas of the Director and the administrator.
With much less specificity in that meeting, these discrepancies will
not occur—or should not
.
Since the section on contract was rejected by all as too specific
and because not all have contracts, this section was replaced by
documenting the work of identifying the role of IR at this institution.
The document will supplement that which summarized the meeting with
the administrator. This document summarizes the work done with the
staff and includes goals and objectives of OIR; staff and management
of OIR, including Advisory Committee specifications; and policies of
OIR. In the revision this docxament is to be sent to the chief
administrator who supervises the Director of OIR, to the staff of
OIR, and to members of the Advisory Committee. Then it will be this
document, not a contract, which is revised every five years or sooner
depending on the long-range planning process at the institution.
Major Process II : Idontiiy the Decision Makin,, Struotnr.
Il-Stltutlon . Some oha.iges needed to te made In this major process to
make It less formal. As suggested by one of the subjects, a general
observation of the two decision making structures was included at the
beginning of Major Process II. This Includes the formal decision
making structure which the staff of OIR must understand, document and
update, and the informal structure which the members of OIH need to
know to do their job.
The test of completeness of the list of decision makers in the
institution was expanded into two steps. A general feeling, not
necessarily expressed, was that there may be others who are decision
makers in fact but not in the Organizational Chart. Therefore, this
step was expanded to include listing those who are known to be decision
makers and then asking others to add to the completeness of the list.
Since Step D looked so formal, its format was changed to a listing
of questions and was labelled: "Identify what knowledge aboiit the
decision making structure is desired." These should clarify what the
step is about and ease the formal tone.
Many suggestions were made as possible strategies for finding out
what the decision making structure is—especially the informal one.
Thus, section II. E. was changed. Suggested strategies for determining
the formal structure is the first step. The strategies suggested are
interviews and questionnaires. Suggested strategies for determining
the informal structure make up the second step. Many of the suggestions
made by the subjects interviewed were utilized here: examining major
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decisions made and by whom; piggybacking questions on this structure
to inquiries on other topics; watching the decision making as the
researcher sits in on committees; informally talking with various
people
.
Ihe final steps of this process were changed slightly. Section G
is to draw up both formal and informal organizational charts, and
Section H is sumiaarizing the decision making structure of the institu-
tion. There is an added note that the informal structure summary will
be used as reference for OIR staff only. Since there were a few
objections to the utility of updating this study whenever there is a
new DM or a change in DM level, the step indicating that this was to
be done was eliminated and the final step became "repeat this process
at least every five years."
Major Process III : Plan a Year's Activities . The first revision was
a minor one but lends to making the step more flexible. It stipulates
that the plan for the year's activities will be done at the end of
the current FY or whenever needed . This was suggested by one of the
subjects
.
All of the suggestions on Section A made by the subjects inter-
viewed were incorporated into the revision of the methodology. The
changes were (l) to stipulate that the OIR staff is the one determining
the goals and objectives for OIR for the next FY; (2) a footnote for
Hutchinson's "Operationalization of Fuzzy Concepts"; (3) an additional
substep to prioritize the operational goals before determining the
objectives for each goal; (4) having each staff member make a commit-
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»ent to the goals and objectives which pertain to his or her Job-
(5) getting the goals and objectives approved b. the Advisor, Co«lt.
if* it exists.
suggestion made in the section on staffing changes.
That was to consider staff training, development, and growth oppor-
tunities. This step was added In the revision.
Section D Is the meeting with the Advisor, Board. As mentioned
earlier, this is now called the Advisor, Co»lttee on the A<h„lnistra-
tlon Of OIR. An explanatory note follows since there may not be such
a committee: The Advisory Committee Is that constituted in Major
Process I; If there Is no Advisory Committee as such, then it Is the
professional staff of OIR. The first step of this section concerning
the approval of the goals and objectives of OIR for the next FY was
omitted since It is now part of Section A. Thus, the whole section
is to determine policies.
The step on policies was greatly revised. Rather than consider
kinds of studies, kinds of research were considered. The categories
of research to be considered are the same as those in Major Process I-
mandatory reports, cyclical studies, staff projects, requested studies,
data base. As in that Major Process, these categories are listed
instead of being substeps so that the fact that they are examples will
be evident. Another change from substeps to listings is the list of
potential sources of requests for studies. In the step allocating
resources to studies an addition was made which advocates not allocating
about 205? of the resources for studies thus leaving resources for
crises and emergencies. This was suggested by one of the subjects and
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had been overlooked by the author in Draft I of IH Methodolo,^.
Because there was some opposition to a request form, this step
softened but not eliminated. In the revision it is stated:
-You may want to set up a request form" and includes space for the
Items in the substeps of Draft I. The memo to members of the insti-
tution indicating how requests are made, acceptance criteria for
studies, how requests are processed was omitted. The parts of the
memo were subsumed in the next step, communicating policies to the
rest of the institution. An information brochure is planned including
the policies indicated in Draft I. The final change in III.D. was
the institution-wide meeting or series of meetings. Their purpose
was changed to introduce OIR and go over its policies. The informa-
tion brochure is to be disseminated at these meetings.
Major Process IV : Identify Decision Makers
. A question raised by one
of the subjects was: "Who owns the data?" This question was added
in Section C, meeting with the requestor of the study. Another subject
thought that there were too many DM acronyms: RDM, IDM, DM, ADM. Only
IDM and DM were retained in the revision.
Section F was changed. Resources available remains as a section;
the dissemination list becomes another section; and the time boundaries
expected for the project from beginning to end are a final section.
The list of decision makers is to be approved or altered by the Director
of OIR at the end of the section. Test of Completeness of the list of
decision makers. The rest of Section F was omitted since the purpose
of that section was changed.
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a^jor Process V : Identify the
-J^pes of Know1edp.e Desired
. Since
three subjects commented on the possibility of conflict between decision
makers, a note was added that this will be developed further. It is
important, but not so much at this stage of development. In the step
operationalizing the purpose of the study, one subject had remarked
that the institutional researcher's expertise did not come through.
Additional wording helps to clarify this: "OIR staff member helps
IDM(s) operationalize the purpose if not done," and "staff member helps
IDM(s) by means of Hutchinson's
'Operationalization of Fuzzy Concepts.'"
It was suggested by one subject that a formal protocol be written
for each project the OIR does. Instead of having a simple contract
as a substep of parameters, a new section on simple contracting was
added utilizing some of the points omitted ait the end of Major Process
IV and the beginning of Major Process V. These are najne of study or
project, immediate decision makers, resources available, purpose of
project, parameters of project, initial dissemination list, and expected
time of project from beginning to end.
After much discussion on the types of studies given, it was
decided that an addition of a fifth category which is a combination of
any of the other four would suffice. As indicated earlier, these types
are based on purpose of the project not strategy. Therefore, the
author does not want to change these categories.
Major Process VI : Design Strategies for Obtaining Knowledge Desired
.
The first major revision of this process was in Section C. As in
previous processes, individuals with special expertise are considered
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and identified. The list of individuals was rejected by two of the
subjects since human beings are involved. After thinking about this
reasoning, the author decided to eliminate the step on prioritization
of individuals.
An Advisory Committee for each study was suggested by one of the
subjects and was incorporated at this point since individuals with
expertise in the area of the given study or project have Just been
defined. At this point in the revised methodology, a new section was
added. It is: "Set up an Advisory Committee for this project if it
is a study . " Then the specifics, as suggested by one of the subjects,
are given: (l) At least one member of the OIR staff should be on
this committee—the one primarily responsible for the study. (2) At
least one member from the requesting office or group should be on
this committee. (3) Some administrators should be on this committee.
(U) Some faculty members with special expertise or interest should
especially be on this committee. ( 5 ) Others identified from C.2. can
be asked to be on this committee. Then there is some sort of contract
with the members of the committee which is stated as informally as,
"If you show up 2L number of times for the period of the study to
comment, make recommendations, lend expertise, we will manage the
project.
"
One subject asked for a clarification of : "Test existing strat-
egies for obtaining the desired knowledge" (Section D). An explanatory
note was added to the revised Draft: "Is there any known strategy that
I can use?" Another asked about multipurpose projects. This category
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was added in an earlier major process revision and, therefore, must
be considered here. No addition was made to "Identify existing
strategies ..." A combination of any of the other four categories
suffices for this category
. Consideration as to whether any studies
have been done at this or similar institutions, or any other place,
for the given purpose was made. If yes, then the reader makes a list
of the strategies used and proceeds with the methodology. If no, then
the reader proceeds immediately to design his or her own strategies
as suggested in Step E.
The revisions in the strategies of particular categories of
studies are all the same. The steps will follow the following pattern:
1. Consult with appropriate internal experts if
necessary.
2. Consider any studies or projects done at similar
institutions
.
3. Make a list of strategies. Some which could be
considered are: (a listing of examples follows rather than
substeps as suggested in the interviews).
h. Examine as many of these as you can afford—especially time-
wise .
5. Go to 2.
Provus ' Model was an added evaluation example as suggested by one of
the subjects.
In designing one's own strategies for obtaining knowledge desired,
one subject insisted that first the researcher must decide if he/she
needs a sampling procedure. It was added and later reactions will
?9f>
show if this was wise or not. Concern, by one of the subjects, on
finding a way to do a worthy project was voiced concerning E.?.-
returning to the IDM(s) to inform him/her that the study cannot be
conducted as planned. This step was changed to: "Return to the IbM(s)
and inform him/her of the problems and decide on a way of solving them."
One subject had three relatively easy and logical comments on the
three strategies given. Each of his comments were used in the revision.
They are: (l) in the questionnaire strategy, "direct contact survey"
IS stipulated as face-to-face or phone survey; (2) in interviewing
techniques, determining the approximate time needed for each interview
comes before preparing the interview questions; (3) in observations,
a caution was added to remember ethics
.
The author realizes that there may be other techniques, therefore.
another step was added. It states that if ttie strategy is none of the
above three kinds, then describe its operational design.
Since an Advisory Committee was set up for each major project
utilizing those individuals with special expertise, the last step con-
cerning these individuals in Section H was eliminated. Also the
identification of resources available for the next major process is
at the beginning of that process with the allocation of resources.
It was seen as redundant in both places, wliich it may be.
Major Process VII : Implement Strategies . All of the subjects inter-
viewed reacted to the memo to each person from whom cooperation is
desired. Therefore, this step was changed. Instead the methodology
reads: "Meet with each person on the list or call each," explaining
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the purpose of the study, indicating the resources needed from this
person, and, finally, asking for the person's cooperation. This
restructures B.l. Since there is now a meeting with the individuals
in attempting to secure cooperation if not given (B.3.), the step.
Meet with the person," can be omitted. The rest of B. remains with
new numbering.
In Section E, interpretation of results, a note was added. This
gives as some possible ways of interpreting results that will be
useful to decision makers comparisons, trends, and suggested implica-
tions of data. These were listed by one of the subjects interviewed.
Major Process VIII: Reporting Procedures
. Four additions were made
to this process in the revision. All were at the suggestion of sub-
jects as indicated during the interviews. These include two additions
to the general step, "Prepare the Report": (l) whether it is to be
written or oral, and (2) include the following sections but not
necessarily in this order. Another change was to list possible ways
of presenting data rather than giving them in the substep form.
Major Process IX : Evaluate the Institutional Research Process . This
step has major revisions. All the subjects interviewed agreed that the
method for evaluating individual projects was completely idealistic.
But they agreed that evaluation was important. Many suggested a
simpler, less quantitative, less formal way of doing this. After
studying these suggestions, the author realized that an evaluation
model she had formulated the previous year would incorporate most of
the suggestions. Thus, this model was used as a basis of the revision.
This takes the form of:
X uc aa speciric as possible."
2 • <=» V*m T Q Va r-XT ir II
'mcuiiing, plan to do some-
rir* n 4-+ ! + 11,^ „
" fly WayV
by a question,
group or office
3. Consider the timing of the report. A possible question is.
Was the final report given to you within a reasonable amount
of time?
h. Consider asking additional questions such as:
^^Was the final report understandable and satisfactory?"
Do you have any additional suggestions or criticisms?"
As a result of this change, the second part of evaluating the
year's IR process (E) was changed. This is to be done by studying the
evaluations of the individual projects. Such things as the overall
extent to which data have been used for decision making, how focused
the data were on the average, timing of projects done, and the synthes
of the answers to any other questions asked on the individual evalua-
tions of studies are considered.
Stimmary
Major revisions were needed for four Major Processes:
I. Define the Role of Institutional Research
III. Plan a Year's Activities
VI. Define Strategies for Obtaining Knowledge Desired
IX. Evaluate the Institutional Research Process.
299
The rest of the processes have some revisions but minor ones. The
biggest changes were in the first process which had to be divided into
the meeting with the chief administrator and then working with the
staff on the same issues but in detail. The process on evaluation
also had quite a major change since the basic technique of evaluating
had to be completely changed. Most of the changes in III and VI were
in listing examples and suggestions rather than giving substeps, and
in omitting segments that were much too detailed.
Overall, the changes are meant to soften the tone and format of
the methodology. They are also meant to help add a more human dimension
to the process.
C H A P T E 1^ VII
SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER
RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT
Now that the development of a Methodology for Institutional
Research has been completed to the end of Draft TI, what has taken place
and where does this research lead? This Chapter constitutes a brief
response to these questions. "Wliat has taken place?" will be answered
in the Summary section, and "Where does this researcii lead?" will be
answered in the section on Recommendations for Further Research and
Development
.
Surmnary
Because of the lack of some systematic guide for new institutional
researchers, work on Institutional Research Methodology was begun. The
author reviewed much literature in the process, and found that, in her
opinion, there are two main streams of thought on IR: Dressel's and
NCHEMS*. There are other approaches which fall between the two extremes
of Dressel's humanistic approach and NCHEMS' mechanistic one. Each of
these approaches was examined in terms of the purpose, the role of IR
in administration, and some of the functions of IR. (The author
follows the outline of functions of IR given by Dressel.) Ultimately,
the IR Methodology developed deals with these three points as follows:
Major Processes I - III determine the purpose of institutional research
in the institution and its role in the administration of the institu-
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tion; Major Processes IV - ix «IX give a general outline for any IR project
on the tunct.ons
.isousse. the review or the Xiterature i„ Chapter I
In an or the literature reviewed „o concise guide lor newcomers
to IH was round. The author decided that the way to get such a guide
begin one—that is, to develop a methodology for institutional
research. A methodology, by Hutchinson's definition, is "a systematic,
operational, S’tanciard.l7pri <30+ iset of rules and procedures designed to
accomplish a defined purpose." The simplest way known to the author
accomplishing this task was by using a systematic procedure known
as Metamethodology the purpose of which is to enable a person to write
a methodology for any definable purpose.
Institutional research is very desirable today as evidenced by
the tremendous growth of this field in the last fifteen years. The
need for it is supported by the need of the author for such a guide,
the opinion of practicing institutional researchers that such a guide
IS needed, and the lack of such a guide in the search of the literature.
Therefore, the task pursued in this dissertation is the development of
an Institutional Research Methodology. The author has several expecta-
tions on the use of such a document—even though it is Just the
beginning of a project that will take years of work to be complete.
The author hopes that IR Methodology will serve as
1. a guide for newcomers to institutional research
2. a checklist for those already in the field
3.
possibly a basis for evaluating the process of IR
a basis for discussion in the field.
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The process followed in developing this methodology was Metumethod-
ology. There are two main parts to "Meta": statement of purpose of the
methodology to be developed and the development of tiie procedures and
steps of the methodology. After many attempts at stating a satisfactory
purpose of Institutional Research Methodology the following was finally
accepted
:
to probe deeply into the workings of an institution of post-
secondary education to generate knowledge about the institution
for decision making.
Implications of this purpose were generated by the author. IVo tests
of completeness of the list of implications were conducted. One was
a review of the literature found in Chapter I. The second was an
interview of a practicing institutional researcher who is familiar
with methodologies and Metamethodology. From these the initial draft
of IR Methodology with its major processes was written. Steps and
substeps were then developed within each major process until the author
decided that further development would prove to be too cumbersome before
further tests of completeness were conducted. Thus, Draft I of IR
Methodology was written. Briefly, the first three major processes
consist of: defining the role of institutional research by means of
detailed discussions with the administrator; identifying the decision
making structure in the institution; planning for a year's activities.
The next set of major processes deal with conducting a study or project.
These consist of: identifying decision makers; identifying the types of
knowledge desired; defining strategies for obtaining this knowledge by
first seeing if such a strategy exists and, if not, by designing a
.trat.«y; earryi,,,, oat sfatciaa
; .-aportin.; an. evaXaati,., Uoth t,.a
study or project and the laatUullouaJ research process.
Tests of completeness were conducted t.y interviewing seven
practicing institutional researchers (subjects) m the New England-
New York area. Ti.ese seven were cliosen for a variety of reasons, most
Important of which was the fact that they were among the researchers,
in the given area, with whom the author was personally acquainted. Tl.e
author spent an average of two and one-quarter hours with each subject
while he or she tested the completeness and logic of the Institutional
Research Methodology page by page. These Interview sessions were tape
recorded to allow the author to be more attejitlve to what the person
was saying and to allow for discussion while having a record of all
that was said. I.ater these tapes were transcribed and relevant remarks
were reported lor each step of the Methodology (see Chapter V). These
remarks, criticisms, suggestions were studied and revisions of IR
Methodology were made on the basis of these.
The author felt that the Methodology was well-received by those
reviewing it. One difficulty was that the subjects only had the Method-
ology to critique without its attendant rationale. In the rationale,
major steps of eacii process are considered and reasons for the inclusion
of the step in the Metiiodology are given. (The rationale for the steps
ol IR Methodology are given in Ciiapter IV.) Nevertheless, the subjects
interviewed considered IR Methodology to be a very useful tool, espe-
cially l‘or new institutional researchers, as well as a check for
practicing researchers. It was also suggested that this Methodology
with Its rationale and some flouchartlng be submitted I'or publieatlon.
Each major process had a general problem point, that Is, one
which most of those subjects interviewed considered as a problem-or
suggested needed some revision. However, many of the criticisms and
suggestions made specific to a step were considered, even by those
making them, to be "minor." All of these problems, general and specific,
were considered in revising IR Methodology. The revisions are discussed
in Chapter VI. Some of the major revisions were: defining the role of
institutional research is now discussed generally with the administrator
and in more detail with the staff; planning the year's activities and
defining strategies are now less detailed processes giving examples
and suggestions Instead of a multitude of substeps; evaluating projects
and studies was quite drastically changed since the original method
was not deemed workable In reality and was replaced by a less complicated
method. The net result of all of the changes is a less formal tone and
format
.
The author realizes that there are limitations to such a study.
Among them can be listed:
1. This will not be a finished methodology but a beginning.
2. No field test was conducted because of lack of resources.
3. Metamethodology was used as a major development tool.
4. The number of people in the tests of completeness were small.
5. The author had limited field experience in institutional re-
search .
6. Methodologies have weaknesses as well as strengths.
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It IS the belief of the author that these limitations are not major and
some will be remedied
Methodology fills the
in the near future. It is felt that if this
expectations of the author which were previously
mentioned
,
then its usefulness will outweigh its limitations.
Recommendations for Further Research and Deve1nn.n„uf
This Methodology is the beginning of such a guide for institutional
researchers. Therefore, several recommendations for further research
and development can be made. In this section, the suggestion will be
made with some explanation of intent.
geeommendations for Further Research :
tests of completeness and logic on Draft II of InstjtuHnnal
Research Methodology
.
Extensive revisions of some of the major processes of Draft I have
been made as well as other minute revisions in the development of Draft
II. This Draft now needs to be tested. Similar tests as those conducted
on Draft I should be conducted. It is recommended that some of the
researchers reviewing Draft II be nationally known figures in the field
of institutional research to help to strengthen the credibility and use-
fulness of such a methodology.
^ Ei.gld test Draft II of Institutional Research Methodology.
Since no field test of Draft I was conducted, it is strongly
recommended that one of Draft II be completed. Field testing is the
real test of a methodology. Does it work? This question must be
answered before its worth can be stated to any degree of accuracy.
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The Ideal field test would be for a new institutional researcher to
attempt to use this methodology. The real problem points would quickly
emerge
.
Held test parts of Draft II of IR Methodology.
Various parts of IR Methodology can be field tested by themselves.
Some examples of parts that can be individually field tested are: the
meeting with the administrator in Major Process I to set parameters for
OIR, setting up an Advisory Committee on the Administration of OIR and
following it through for a specified amount of time; identifying the
decision making structure at the institution (Major Process II); in a
particular project: identifying the decision makers; setting up and
using an Advisory Committee for a particular study. Other possibilities
are field testing the process for identifying existing strategies for
obtaining the desired knowledge; the process for designing strategies
for a project; the process for gaining cooperation; evaluation of
individual projects; evaluation of the IR process. It is evident that
there are many pieces that can be field tested without testing the
whole of IR Methodology. This recommendation alone indicates the
great amount of research left to be done before IR Methodology can
become complete
.
U . Identify gaps in Draft II of IR Methodology .
All of the above recommended research will help to identify gaps
(interruptions in continuity). In addition, other gaps can be iden-
tified by a systematic analysis of the implications of each major process
and each major step. Identification of gaps will lead to further
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development by attemptlns to nil the gaps.
Recoimnendations foi* Development
:
^ • Fill any identified ^aps .
A methodolow is not complete until all of Its gaps are filled.
Once gaps have been identified, the next logical step is to fill them.
Procedures must then be developed to do this. It may be that some
additional major process is needed to fill a gap. This would Involve
a great deal of work on the further development of the Methodology.
2. Desi; procedures for ^ratin^^ the Office of Institutional Research
,
This IS a gap which has been identified. Some things that might be
considered in this step are how the staff is managed; Job responsibil-
ities in the office; staff training including reviewing studies already
done to find out what data are still current; determining what forms
should be used; carrying out policies, such as how to deal with requests
a process for determining what studies should go in the Archives; and
the like. Processes, steps and substeps for operating the OIR have not
been developed at this time.
^ • Specify procedures tor identifying and allocating resources.
All of the major processes in IR Methodology have a step for
identifying resources and/or allocating resources for that process.
No procedures are given for doing these. How does one identify the
resources? What kinds of resources? What is the best way to allocate
them within a given step, e.g., of time for planning. Some pro-
cedures, even if ones which allow for the operationalization of these
steps within the context of the Office or institution, should be
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developed.
-Design procedures for resolving eonflipf.
It was recognized in Major Process VI that some procedures for
dealing with conflict resolution are needed. Because there are books
written on this subject, such procedures were not developed at this
time. However, there is a need for expansion of the statement into
some procedures. This Methodology is geared toward newcomers, so
procedures to deal with resolving conflict between or among decision
makers which effect the work of OIR are needed.
Expand procedures on preparing to use IR Methodology.
At this point in the Methodology, this is a preliminary to the
use of IR Methodology
. It can easily be made the first major process
and would then need more detailed procedures and steps. A field test
of the Methodology should also help in identifying ways in which this
should be expanded. It is not recommended that anyone use any method-
ology without some preparation.
6. Design procedures for dealing with various groups and sizes of
groups of decision makers
.
In doing projects the number of decision makers with whom the
researcher has to work may alter the procedure to be followed. Working
with an individual decision maker is many times simpler than working
with a small group, such as the group of top administrators, or a large
group, such as the faculty. Therefore, procedures for working with
various sized groups and types of groups would facilitate the process.
7 . Refine procedures already developed to a more operational form.
309
The definition of methodology used throughout this diseertntlon
is "a systematic, operational, standardised set of rules and procedures
designed to accomplish a defined purpose." This Methodology is at its
first level of being operational; therefore, to deserve the name
"methodology" the procedures need to be put in a more operational fonn.
That is, the procedures must be broken into more basic observable parts.
® • Pi’ovlde examples where they will be helpful .
There may be parts of the Methodology which would be clearer if
examples were given. This would be true of some parts that are not
totally operational. An example is in Major Process Vs discussion of
the purpose of the project. The researcher is instructed to directly
operationalize parts (of the purpose) which are still fuzzy. An
example of how to do this would be very helpful to someone who is not
familiar with operationalizing concepts.
9* j^vise the rationale for any procedures that are developed or
changed in any wav .
Draft II is a revision of Draft I. Only Draft I has a rationale
written for it. There were many additions, deletions, and rearrange-
ments made in Draft I to arrive at Draft II. Therefore, the rationale
will have to be changed to explain the reasoning behind the steps of
Draft II. This will have to be done with each subsequent revision of
IR Methodology.
10 . Design a short form of Institutional Research Methodology.
A researcher may have only minimal resources but still wish to do
institutional research according to the author's definition. Wliat is
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the shortest form of the procedures that the individual can follow and
still be conducting institutional research? This is a question that
needs to be answered.
11 • Develop sub-methodologies
.
There may be parts of this Methodology which are used in more than
one step. Sub-methodologies for these parts can be developed and then
referred to as needed. Two such examples are the identification of
resources and the tests of completeness.
This dissei tation represents a first step in the development of an
Institutional Research Methodology. Is it as useful as hoped? OriDy
field testing and use can answer that question.
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APPENDIX A
METAMI'lTHODOLOny
DRAFT IX
Tom Hutchinson and Jim Thornann
October, 1975
I. Prepare to use Metamethodology
A. Learn how to apply Metamethodolo^^y
1. Take a course on Metamethodology, if a course is
available
.
2. Read all the documentation on Metamethodology.
B. Decide iiow to use the available resources
1. Determine how much of what resources are available to
to be used in the development of a methodology.
2. Allocate the actual amount of your time available or
100 hours of your time, whichever is smaller, as
suggested in Figure A.
3 . When tiiese allocations are used up, allocate half of
the remaining resources as you choose in Figure A.
)(
. When these ai locations are used up, allocate the
remaining resources as you choose in Figure A.
b. If any resources remain, go to step II.
6. Get more resources and go to step I.B.
II. Ciioose a problem
A. Examine your interests and, if possible, simply choose a
problem for which you would like to provide a methodological
solution and go to step III.
B. Identify sources of problem statements and, if possible,
choose one of these problems if you would like to provide
a methodological solution and go to step III.
C. Allocate additional resources to Major Process II and use
33i^
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Figure A
Resource Allocation Chart
Major
Process
First
100 hrs. or
less %
First
100 hrs . or
less amount
Second
Allocation
Tliird
Allocation
II 5
III 10
IV 10
V 20
VI 10
VII 35
VIII 10
no
[N.B.
III.
the Coffing Client-Demund Methodology to choose a problem.
yourself reading any of the steps belowand nothing is happening, try the following four steps:
1) Identify all the roles necessary in this use of Metamethod-
ology.
2) Define these roles.
3) Determine the sequence in which the roles should be taken
on by the user.
Do each of these roles in the sequence determined above.]
State a purpose for your methodology by analyzing the problem
area and determining a purpose that will solve the problem.
A. Investigate the problem area by allocating your resources to
one or more of the following activities.
1. Read the literature in the area.
2. Talk to people who work in the area.
3. Examine work being done in the area.
U. Brainstorm about the problem area.
5. Try out tools that already exist in problem area.
B. Narrow down area into manageable piece (focus).
1. If the problem area is already small enough to be
manageable, go to step III, C.
2. Choose a piece of the problem area and go to step III,
A.
C. Investigate purposes within the chosen piece of the problem
area.
1. Brainstorm purposes that will solve the chosen problem.
2. Read the literature applicable to the chosen problem to
identify stated or implied purposes.
3. Ask others for purposes they think will solve the chosen
problem.
D. If more than one purpose has resulted from the previous step.
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then choose the most appropriate one.
E. Check chosen purpose against following two criteria:
1. Check purpose to see that it is not trivial.
a) See if some unimportant event could occur which
would satsify the stated purpose. For example, if
the purpose was as follows : to build educational
products; then the event of making a ruler would
satisiY the purpose. Therefore, the purpose is
trivial. Consider the purpose: to build curricula.
A bad curricula is still a curricula and would
satisfy the purpose, therefore, the purpose is
trivial
.
b) If the purpose is judged to be trivial, revise the
purpose and repeat step II, E, 1, a).
2. Check the purpose to see if it really solves the problem
you have in mind.
a) Imagine that the purpose is accomplished. Could the
problem still exist?
b) If yes, revise the purpose and go to step II, E,
1, a).
F. If resources warrant, show purpose to others for their
critique based on the above two criteria.
G. Write out purpose and commit yourself to it. (if you can
say why you don't like it, then revise and recycle to E.
If you can't say why you don't like it, then go on to
Step III.)
IV. Test the purpose by the following criteria:
A. Is the purpose desirable?
1. Use one of the following methods—where not obvious
use Complex Method.
a) Simple Method, do one or more of the following:
i) Answer question yourself with rationale
ii) Get diverse groups to answer question
iii) Check notes from previous literature review
3i8
and check any other literature on the urea
to see if purpose is desirable.
b) Complex Method—use Coffing Client-Demand Methodology
2. Revise the purpose if necessary and go to step II, E,
1 , a )
.
B. Is the purpose operationalizable?
1. Use "Operationalization of Fuzzy Concepts"
[N.B. It is not necessary to do a complete operational-
ization at this point. It is only necessary to
find if the purpose can be operationalized.
]
2. Repeat step III, A, in light of operationalization and
revise if necessary.
C. Is the purpose practicable? Do one or more of the following:
1. Answer question yourself in terms of
a) Is the development of a methodology practical
given this purpose?
b) Once developed would the methodology be a practical
way to accomplish the purpose?
2. Get diverse groups to answer questions l.a) and l.b)
above.
a) Methodologists answer question of C.l.a)
b) Methodologists and potential users answer question
of C.l.b)
3. Revise the purpose if necessary and recycle through A
and B; otherwise go to D.
D. Are existing methodologies insufficient?
1. Test in the following ways.
a) Search area for existing methodologies.
b) Take found methodologies and test them against
definition of methodology. If they all fail go
to Step V.
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c) Are they designed to accomplish your purpose?If not go to Step V.
d) Does any one of them accomplish your purpose*?
If not go to Step V,
e) Are these practical? (See if they are used.)
If not go to Step V.
f) Are they desirable? If all are not, go to Step V.
g) Is any one complete? (You may work on it if it is
not
. )
2. Revise the purpose and recycle through tests, if
necessary.
V. Once all answers to IV are yes, then analyze the implications ofthe purpose for the development of methodology. (This is a way
of identifying the attributes that the methodology must have.)
A. Use the following method to analyze the implications of the
purpose. (Hutchinson says, "Problem implies its own
solutions." In this case, the implications of the purpose
supply the first approximation of the major elements of the
methodology
.
)
1. a) Imagine and write down in what ways you could fail
to accomplish the purpose.
b) Imagine and write down in what ways you can accom-
plish the purpose, avoiding all the problems.
c) Imagine the purpose being accomplished; write down
what is happening.
d) If resources permit and you wish to, generate alter-
natives to the items identified in a), b), and c)
above
.
i) For each element determined through b + c,
determine all possible alternatives to accom-
plish the purpose.
ii) Create one list from all the lists generated in
the previous step. For those dimensions
generated in a.
,
change their statements so that
they state a procedure or procedures to solve the
problem they originally identified.
Ill Test the completeness of the above list bvusing one or more of the following methods to
dimensions. Thenexamine these new lists. For each dimension
not on the list produced in d.ii) above thatyou want on that list, add it to the list. Add
any other dimensions to the list that you think
ot while doing this process which are not al-
ready on the list and which you want on thelist
.
1) Ask others to do steps a - c.
2) Think up alternatives which have nothing to
do with this purpose and consider whether
they do. or not.
3) Go back to list generated in b and c, and
consider again whether any of those should
be on list and add any new ones.
Ask yourself if your alternatives have any
alternatives to them.
5) Ask what bad alternatives exist that are
not on this list and how they could be
changed to good alternatives.
6) Use the possible methodologies generated
in Step III, D.
T) Use any other tests of your own choosing.
2. Choose the initial set of major processes for the
methodology.
a) Look over the list of dimensions and choose those
which you feel will accomplish the purpose.
b) Combine together any dimensions that appear to go
together.
c) Write out a new list with any combined dimensions
listed together.
Organize the attribute into a rational order to steps.
1. Determine which implications are not necessary for the
methodology to accomplish the purpose and strike them
from list.
3 In
2 .
3.
h.
5.
6 .
7.
8 .
9.
10
.
11 .
12 .
13.
lU.
notr'tiaJ "’'n'"!'
are contained in others and
tfmakfo^e
“hid, i,aplicatIons can he combine,
1
o m e on step, and give those a name.
a) Combine any dimensions on the list which are
related and define a single process when combinedbut are not logical substeps of each other.
b) Create a major step naming this process and list
the combined dimensions as substeps of this.
Ask which implications you would have to accomplish
first in order to accomplish the rest.
Write it out as the first step.
Ask which implication would now be first, given that
the first one is accomplished.
Write it down as the second step.
Continue this process until all major implications are
accounted for.
Order any substeps by cycling through 3 - T.
Check to see if the order has a logical flow to it.
Check to make sure that all implications are stated
procedurally
.
a) For example, if a step reads "objectives," it is
not stated procedurally.
b) If the step is not stated procedurally rewrite it.
For example, "choose objectives."
Write out a revised list.
Check completion of ordering by asking others (at
least one) to give an ordering of implications with
explanation of why, if possible, without showing them
your ordering. This can be verbal or written, depending
on the resources available.
Do a revised ordering based on responses from 12.
Give revised ordered list to others experienced in the
problem area for critique.
f
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a) Write out the purpose of methodology.
b) Write out following statement:
Please critique the list of steps designed to
accomplish the above purpose and point out those
steps that you do not understand, steps you feel
should he left out, and any steps, concepts and/or
Ideas that you feel should be added.
(l. Look at the first major process and ask your-
self if anything has to be done before that
process in order to accomplish the purpose.
( 2 . Consider the following possibilities;
Learn to use the methodology
Obtain a contract for services
Plan the application of the methodology
( 3 . If there is, add a new major process at the
beginning of the methodology and go to step (l.
above.
(^. Look at the last major process and ask yourself
if anything else has to be done, e.g.
,
testing
to see if the application has been successful.
(5* Consider the following possibilities
Evaluate the results of the methodology
Redesign the application
(6. If there is, add a new major process to the
end and go to step (3. above.
C. Write out final list to be used throughout rest of methodology.
Mark it Draft I, your name, and date.
VI. Operationalize the purpose.
A. The straight analysis technique
1. Identify the fuzzy concepts in the purpose.
2. Directly operationalize each fuzzy concept.
3 . Directly operationalize the interaction among fuzzy
concepts.
Test the criteria for completeness in a manner of your
choosing and revise them if necessary.
Vn
B. Review the final set of components. If
go to C; otherwise commit yourself to th
and go to Step VII.
you are unsatisfied
e set of components
C. Revise the components. If you are still unsatisfied go to
D; otherwise commit yourself to the revised set of components
D. Use Hutchinson's
"Operationalization of Fuzzy Concepts."
VII. Design Procedures
[N.B. Design or redesign can be done at any level of break-
down, including the highest.]
A. Identify the first (next) step to be designed (i.e., the
first crucial step where it is not clear that the step would
be easy to develop).
1. Examine each step of the draft of the methodology for
gaps, unoperational steps, or breaks in continuity.
2. When a gap is found, determine if it is crucial. Use
the operationalization of the purpose as criteria to
determine if the gap is crucial.
3. If the gap is not crucial, go back to 1. and continue
to examine; otherwise go to U.
U. Determine if gap is hard to develop.
a) Answer this question: When I read this step does
it convey to me what must be done to accomplish it?
b) If the answer is no, go to B; otherwise go to 5-
5. Cycle back to 1. If no gaps were found that fit both
criteria then identify "crucial" gaps and develop those.
If no "crucial" gaps were found then develop any gaps.
B. Identify the step's subpurpose. This is usually accomplished
by adding the word "to" in front of the step.
C. Analyze implications of subpurpose in terms of main purpose.
a. Use the following method to analyze implications of the
subpurpose
:
1. a) Imagine and write down in what ways you could
fail to accomplish the purpose.
I
ihh
b)
c)
cl)
Imagine and write down in what ways you can
accomplish the purpose, avoiding all the problems,
Imagine the purpose being accomplished; writedown what is happening.
i) For each element determined through b + cdetermine all the possible alternatives to
accomplish the i)urpose.
11 ) Create one list from all the lists generated
in the previous step. For those dimensions
generated in a., change their statements so
that they state a procedure or procedures to
solve the problems they originally identified
iii) Test tiie completeness of the above list by
using one or more of the following methods
to generate alternative lists of dimensions,
riien examine these new lists. For each
dimension not on the list produced in
d.ii) above that you want on that list,
add it to the list. Add any other
dimensions to the list that you think of
while doing this process which are not
already on the list and which you want on
the list.
1) Ask others to do steps a - c.
2) Think up alternatives which have
nothing to do with this purpose and
consider whether they do or not.
3) Go back to list generated in b and c,
and consider again whether any of those
should be on list and add any new ones.
h) Ask yourself if your alternatives
have any alternatives to them.
5) Ask what bad alternatives exist that
are not on this list and how they
could be changed to good alternatives.
6) Use any other tests of your own
choosing.
2. Choose tlie initial set of major steps for the major
process
.
a) Look over the list of dimensions and choose
those you feel will accomplish the purpose.
b) Combine together any dimensions that appear to
go together.
c) Write out a new list with any combined dimensions
listed togethei-.
Organize the attributes into a rational order of steps.
1. Determine which implications are not necessary for the
methodology (accomplishing purpose) and strike them from
list
.
2. Determine which implications are contained in others and
note that. Determine which implications can be combined
to make one step, and give those a name.
a) Combine any dimensions on the list which are related
and define a single process when combined but are
not logical substeps of each other.
b) Create a major step najning this process and list
the combined dimensions as substeps of this.
3. Ask which implication you would have to accomplish
first in order to accomplish the rest.
4. Write it out as first step.
5. Ask which implication would now be first, given the
first one is accomplished.
6. Write it down as second step.
7. Do this process until all major implications are
accounted for.
8. Order any substeps by cycling through 3 - T-
9. Check to see if order has logical flow to it.
10. Check to make sure all implications are stated
procedurally
.
11. Check completion of ordering by asking others (at least
one) to give an ordering of implication with explanation
of why, if possible, without showing them your ordering.
This can be verbal or written, depending on the resources
available
.
'iU6
12. Do a revised ordering based on responses from 11.
13. Give revised ordered list to others experienced inproblem area for critique.
a) Write out purpose of step under development and
methodology
.
b) Write out following statement:
Please critique the list of steps designed to accom-
plish the above purpose and point out those steps
that you do not understand, steps you feel should
be left out, and any steps, concepts and/or ideas
that you feel should be added.
c) Present a copy of the above two statements along
with a copy of the processes of the step under
development to each of the individuals who will
critique these processes.
lU. Do a final ordering and write it out.
a) Add in any steps or functions that are implied by
the existing steps at the same level of abstraction.
b) Identify the anchoring steps for the step under
development at this time.
c) V/rite out final list to be used throughout rest of
methodology
.
E. Determine the amount of completeness and test for it.
F. Examine the logic of the step under design in terms of
subpurpose and main purpose.
G. Fill in the gaps that are found and then recycle to VII. P’.
If no gaps, go on to VII. H.
H. Examine the logic of entire methodology and its parts in
terms of main purpose in light of the step under develop-
ment .
I. Redesign step and/or methodology and recycle to VII. H. If
no gaps, then go to VI I. J.
J. Recycle to VII. A. until you feel that further applications
i
VIII.
of VII will not produce sufficient improvement to warrant
spending of resources.
K. Before going to VIII, write out a new draft of the method-
ology including all changes made to date as a result of
VII. Mark this Draft II, your name, and date.
[N.B. One may conduct a field test as well as running through
VII by using the data obtained in the field test to help
out in the development procedures.
]
Test and then revise the purpose and/or procedures if necessary.
A. Field test the methodology. See David Rosen's dissertation
(UMass-Amherst ) for more detail.
1. The first field test should be done on the whole
methodology under the simplest possible conditions.
a) If a first field test as described below has
already been performed, go to step VIII, A, 2
b) Conceptualize the simplest problem and conditions
possible for an application of the methodology,
e.g., simple problem, small resources required,
few people involved.
c) Find a situation where the methodology could be
applied which is as close as possible to the
simplest conditions.
d) Write out the purpose (of the methodology or the
part to be tested) and its operationalization.
e) Determine your goals for the field test. If this
is not easy to do, use the Goals Process from the
Fortune/Hutchinson Evaluation Methodology.
f) Develop the measures for the field test from the
operationalization of the purpose and your goals.
If this is not easy to do, use the Measuring Process
from the Fortune/Hutchinson Evaluation Methodology.
g) Carry out the field test keeping a log as shown in
figure B and figure C.
h) Carry out the measurements developed in VIII, A,
1, f) above.
i) Use the data to revise the methodology or the part
by recycling to Step VII.
/
2 . Succeeding field tests should
complex then those previously
he only slightly more
conducted.
a) Review all previously conducted field tests, if very
complex field tests have found no problems in anyparts of the methodology go to step VIII, B.
b) Determine what is to be field tested—a part of the
methodology or the entire methodology.
c) Conceptualize a set of conditions a little more
complex than the previous field test on the parts
of the methodology to be tested.
d) Find a situation where the methodology could be
applied which is as close as possible to the specified
conditions
.
e) Write out the purpose (of the methodology or the
part to be tested) and its operationalization.
f) Determine your goals for the field test. If this
is not easy to do, use the Goals Process from the
Fortune/Hutchinson Evaluation Methodology.
g) Develop the measures for the field test from the
operationalization of the purpose and yoiur goals.
If this is not easy to do, use the Measuring Process
from the Fortune/Hutchinson Evaluation Methodology.
h) Carry out the field test keeping a log as shown in
Figure B and Figure C.
i) Carry out the measurements developed in VIII, A, 2,
g ) above
.
j) Use the data to revise the methodology or the part
by recycling to Step VII.
Conclusion-oriented research of methodology, if necessary,
redesign (use Step VII ). Use the Knowledge Generation
Methodology.
3h9
Figure B
Step
Performed Wliat actually done
If different from
Step, Why?
•
I
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Figure C
What happened? Problems encountered
APPENDIX B
INSTITUTIONAL RESEARCH
METHODOLOGY
DRAFT I
Ann C. Luciano, CSJ
February, 1976
PURPOSE : to probe deeply into the workings of an institution of
postsecondary education in order to generate knowledge
about the institution for decision making.
MAJOR PROCESSES :
I. Define the Role of Institutional Research
II. Identify the Decision Making Structure in the Institution
III. Plan a Year's Activities
IV. Identify Decision Makers
V. Identify Types of Knowledge Desired
VI. Define Strategies for Obtaining Knowledge Desired
VII. Carry Out Strategies
VIII. Reporting Procedures
IX. Evaluate the Institutional Research Process
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Assumptions
:
1. Person has
researcher
prepared himself/herself to become an institutional
2 . Person has applied for a position as
or has been requested to assume this
institution.
un institutional researcher
role within his/her own
353
Plan to Use Institutional Research Methodolo<j;^v
.
A. Become fuiniliar with all the steps of the methodolof^y
.
1. Conunit self to the purpose of the methodology which is:
to probe deeply into the workings of an institution of
postsecondary education in order to generate knowledge
about the institution for decision making.
2. Read through the entire methodology.
B. Decide on resource allocation for Major Process I.
1. Determine how much of your time is available to complete
Major Process I.
2. Decide approximately how many meetings will be necessary
to complete Major Process I.
3. Allocate your time to each of the steps of Major Process I.
/
I. Define the Role oT Institutional Research
.
35^4
A. Meet with the administrator (hiring agent and/or immediate
superior decision maker). Identify this person as the ADM.
1. Ask for the ADM's definition of institutional research.
2. Ask for the ADM's ideas on what the functions of institu-
tional research are.
3. Ask for the ADM's ideas of what the characteristics of a
good institutional researcher are.
U. The institutional researcher gives his/her definition
and ideas on the above.
5. Discuss any discrepancies between the decision maker's
definition and ideas of institutional research and those
of the institutional researcher.
5.1. Come to a definition of institutional research which
is agreeable to both.
5.2. Test this definition against the purpose of Institu-
tional Research (IR) Methodology.
5.2.1. If the definition of 5.1. is consistent
with the purpose of IR Methodology, continue
to 5.3.
5.2.2. If the definition of 5.1. is not consistent
with the purpose of IR Methodology, then
this methodology cannot be used as a whole.
Parts may be used.
5. 2. 2.1. Consider what remaining parts of
the methodology can be used to
accomplish the purpose of 5.1.
>
and go to 5-3.
5. 2. 2. 2. If none of the methodology can
be used, terminate its use.
5.3. Come to a common list of functions of an Office of
Institutional Research.
5.14. Come to a common list of characteristics of institu-
tional research.
6. Document the discussion of A. 5. above.
/
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I. A. 6.1. Articulate the goals of an Office of Institutional
Research (OlR) from the discussion of 5.
6.2. Discuss the goal statements if needed.
6.3. Write out the goals of OIR.
B. Describe the Institution.
1.
Obtain a bri ef statement of the history of the institution
1.1. Obtain a brief oral statement from the ADM.
1.2. Procure a short written document of such.
2.
Obtain the goals and objectives statements of the instita
tion
.
2.1. Obtain these orally from tiie ADM.
2.2. Procure a written document if such exists.
3.
Obtain an Organizational Chart from the ADM.
U. Obtain the General Procedures Manual from the ADM.
C. Discuss resources with the ADM.
1. Ask the ADM the amount of time to be stipulated for the
Director and Staff of OIR.
2. Determine what staff there will be.
2.1. Determine if there will be a Director.
2.2. Consider Assistants.
2.2.1. Determine if any are needed.
2.2.2. Determine how many are needed.
2.3. Determine what secretarial service is necessary.
2.1|. Consider if a staff statistician is necessary.
2.5. Discuss aid from faculty.
2.6. Determine what student help can be utilized.
2.6.1. Consider graduate assistants.
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2.6.2.
Consider work-study students.
3. Discuss the Office itself.
3.1. Consider the space necessary for such a staff.
3.2. Consider the location of the OIR.
3.3. Discuss what equipment will be necessary in the
office.
Discuss how much data processing time will be available
for the OIR.
5* Ask about obtaining cooperation from others.
5.1. Consider the cooperation of Vice-Presidents (or
Vice-Chancellors )
.
5.2. Consider the cooperation of the Registrar.
5 . 3 . Consider the cooperation of the Deans.
5.
^^. Consider the cooperation of the Business Officer.
5 . 5 . Consider the cooperation of the Faculty.
5 . 6 . Consider the cooperation of Administrators not
already considered.
5 . 7 . Consider gaining the cooperation of the students.
5 . 8 . Consider others' cooperation.
6 . Discuss the Budget.
6.1. Determine the salaries of the OIR staff.
6.2. Determine how much can be stipulated for supplies.
6 . 3 . Determine how much can be budgeted for equipment.
6.
^4. Determine available duplicating budget.
6 . 5 . Determine what a reasonable phone budget can be.
6.6. Approximate postage costs.
6.7. Consider possible needs for consultants.
6.8. Consider any costs to be budgeted for travel.
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I. C. 6.9. Consider approximately how much is needed for sub-
scriptions and books.
6.10.
, Discuss which memberships can be consider institu-
tional and which must be considered personal.
6.11.
. Determine how much can be budgeted for conferences.
6.12. Consider any miscellaneous expenses.
D. Plan for the management of the OIR.
1. Define the role of the Director to Staff.
2. Discuss where the OIR fits in the Organizational Chart
3. Discuss the possibility of an Advisory Board.
3.1. State its purpose.
3.2. Discuss its membership.
3.2.1. Consider administrators as members.
3.2.2. Consider faculty as members.
3.2.3. Consider students as members.
3.2.i+. Consider what proportion of each group should
compose the Advisory Board.
3.3. Consider the frequency of its meetings if this is
feasible at this time.
Consider committees that members of OIR are expected to
sit in on.
E. Discuss the following issues.
1. Discuss possible kinds of studies to be conducted.
1.1. Consider mandatory studies, such as HEGIS.
1.2. Consider studies to build a data base.
1.3. Consider cyclical studies.
l.U. Consider OIR projects.
1.5. Consider internal requests for studies (i.e., internal
358
"the institution but external to the OIR).
1 . 6 . Consider external requests for studies (i.e., agencies
or persons external to the institution)
—other than
those that are mandatory.
2 . Determine initial criteria for prioritization of kinds of
studies
.
3 . Discuss sources of requests for studies to be done by OIR.
3 . 1 . Discuss requests by one administrator only.
3 . 2 . Discuss requests by other administrators.
3 . 3 . Discuss requests by faculty.
3 .^. Discuss requests by student groups.
3.5. Discuss requests by outside agencies.
3.6. Discuss OIR project requests.
U. Determine the initial criteria for prioritizing sources of
requests
.
5. Compare the goals and objectives of the institution (l.B. 2 .)
and those of OIR (I.A.6.).
5.1. Identify any discrepancies.
5.2. Resolve any discrepancies.
5.2.1. If discrepancies are resolved, go to 6 .
5.2.2. If discrepancies cannot be resolved, go back
to I. A. 6 . or stop!
6 . If all of A-E have been discussed and agreed upon, go to
F; otherwise go to 7 .
7. Resolve any disagreements still not resolved.
7.1. If all disagreements are resolved, go to F.
7.2. If unable to resolve disagreements, do not continue.
F. Draw up a contract.
1 . Include a Job description written from the agreement in
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I. F. I. A. and I.E.
2. Include goals written from I. A. and I.E. 5.
3. Include resources written from I.C.
Include the management of the OIR written from I.D.
G. Both parties sign contract if all is agreed upon; if not, go
back to the disagreement point and go through whatever steps
in the methodology deal with this.
H. Revise contract specifications at least every five years or
sooner depending on the long-range planning process at the
institution
.
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II. [dentify the Decision Makinp; Structure in the Institution.
Determine what resources are available for this study.
3. Determine your purpose for conducting such a study and how
you will use the information.
(Generally, if the Decision Making Structure is known, it
will help in conducting other studies since a clear picture
of what kinds of decisions certain decision makers make,
input used for decisions, etc. is known. This will aid in
efficiently using resources, identifying decision makers
and deciding what should be included in reporting to specific
decision makers.)
. Identify the decision makers (DMs) of the institution.
1. Make a list from the Organizational Chart obtained in
I.B.3.
2. Test the completeness of this list as the study progresses.
. Identify what knowledge is desired.
1. Consider the implications of the purpose for this study.
2. Consider questions that you want answered.
2.1. Consider who reports to each DM.
2.2. Consider to whom each DM reports.
2.3. Consider what kinds of decisions each DM makes
(e.g., concerning curriculum, personnel, budget,
etc
.
)
2 .J4 . Consider how decisions are made by each DM,
according to each kind of decision.
2.5* Consider what input is needed in making each kind
of decision.
2.6. Consider who provides this input.
2.7- Consider who makes the final decision.
2.8. Consider who gives final approval.
2 . 9 . Consider into what types of decisions this decision
maker has input.
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2.10. Consider any other questions.
E. Design a strategy for conducting the study.
1. Consider any existing strategies.
(There are some questions on decision making in the Likert
Profile which may be used in a questionnaire.)
1.1. Determine if any strategies exist.
1.1.1. If yes, go to 1.2.
1.1.2.
-If no, go to 2.
1.2. Determine if they are appropriate for this study.
1.2.1. If yes, go to 1.3.
1.2.2. If no, go to 2.
1.3. Choose the strategy that best fits this study.
l.U. Plan to implement this strategy.
1.5. Go to F.
2. Design your own strategy for conducting this study. Go
to VI. E.
(Consider such strategies as interviews with DMs, a
questionnaire to be sent to a sample of the institution,
studying memos and correspondence, etc.)
F. Carry out strategy planned. Go to VII.
G. Draw up a new Organizational Chart.
H. Summarize how each DM makes decisions— for reference use only.
I. Update this study whenever there is a new DM or a change in
DM level.
J. Repeat Major Process II at least every five years.
/
3^2
Plan a Year's Activities
.
Tto be done at the end of the current FY
.
)
A. otal f determines goals and objectives for next FY.
1. Review interim assessment of goals and objectives of
current FY if such an assessment is available.
2. Determine if current goals are still goals.
3. Determine if any new goals should be added.
H. Operationalize goals kept in 2 and added in 3 if not
already operationalized.
U.l. Operationalize directly.
h.2. If this does not operationalize to the level desired,
go to 1+.3.; otherwise go to 5.
^.3. Use Hutchinson's "Operationalization of Fuzzy
Concepts .
"
5. Determine the objectives for each goal stated for next
FY.
6. Obtain the commitment of the OIR staff to these goals
and objectives.
7. If commitment is not given by all to each goal and each
objective, consider those goals and objectives for which
commitment is not given.
T.l. Discuss reasons for disagreement.
7.2. Group resolves the problem.
7.3. New statement is given.
7.U. Commitment is
if commitment
or objective.
given to new statements by
cannot be reached, discard
all, or
the goal
B. Determine any changes in staffing.
1. Determine if any new personnel are needed.
1.1. Determine the kind of personnel needed as profes-
sional, clerical, student.
/
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Determine the kind of personnel needed us full-time,
part-time; assistantship, work-study.
'
Determine the job responsibilities of the new
personnel desired.
Plan a process for interviewing prospective
applicants
.
2. Determine if there should be a shift in responsibilities
of the present staff.
2.1. Consider changes in job descriptions.
2.2. Consider the team approach.
C. Prepare the budget with respect to goals and objectives for
next FY.
1. Evaluate budget for current FY
.
2. Discuss any changes in budget.
3. Incorporate any agreed upon changes.
U. Director or person responsible for the budget prepares
the budget statement according to the specifications of
the institution.
D. Meet with the Advisory Board.
1. Advisory Board approves goals and objectives generated by
OIR staff for next FY.
1.1. Review goals and objectives.
1.2. Discuss any revisions and/or additions.
1.3. Recommend any changes.
1.^4. Approve goals and objectives.
2. Determine policies for next FY.
2.1.
Determine what kinds of studies can be conducted
during the next FY.
2.1.1.
Consider categories of studies.
III. B. 1.2.
1.3.
1.4.
2.
1.1.1.
Consider mandatory studies.
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III. D. 2. 1.1.
2.
Consider data base studies.
2.1.1. 3. Consider cyclical studies.
2.1. 1.4. Consider OIR projects.
2.1.1. 5. Consider studies requested by
persons or agencies internal to
the institution.
2.1.1.
6.
Consider studies requested by
persons or agencies external to
the institution.
2.1.2.
Consider any special circumstances of the
institution for the following FY which may
cause the elimination of any of the above
categories of studies.
2.1.3.
Eliminate any category of studies on the
basis of 2.1.2.
2.1.4.
Make a list of the kinds of studies that
can be conducted during the next FY as a
result of 2.1.3.
2.2.
Determine who can request studies during the next
FY.
2.2.1. If all requested studies have been eliminated
in 2.1.3., go to 2.3.; otherwise go to 2.2.2.
2.2.2. Make a list of potential sources of requests
for studies for the next FY
.
2. 2. 2.1. Consider administrators.
2. 2. 2. 2. Consider faculty members and
groups
.
2.2.2. 3. Consider student organizations.
2. 2. 2. 4. Consider outside agencies.
2.2.3. Consider any special circumstances of the
institution for the following FY which may
cause the elimination of any of the above
sources of requests for studies
.
Eliminate any of the sources of requests
on the basis of 2.2.3.
2.2.4.
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III. D. 2 . 2 . 5 . Make a list of who can request studies
during the next FY as a result of 2.2. h.
2.3. Prioritize studies to be conducted during next FY.
2.3.1. Determine criteria for prioritization
process
.
2.3.2. Prioritize by category of study (List of
2.I.U. ).
2.3.3. Prioritize within requested categories
(List of 2 . 2 . 5 . ).
2.3.U. Combine lists from 2.3.2. and 2.3.3. into
a single prioritize list.
2.U. Allocate resources to studies
2.U.I. Determine the criteria for allocating
resources, such as estimated amount of time
to complete such a study.
2.U.2. Determine what percent of the resources for
studies should be allocated to each of the
studies in the list of 2.3.U.
2.5* Determine the criteria for approving a study.
2 . 5 . 1 . Consider whether its purpose and use are
consistent with the definition and purpose
of institutional research.
2 . 5 . 2 . Consider if it is in one of the approved
categories of 2.3.^. above.
2 . 5 . 3 . Consider if it is within the limitations of
the resources allocated for this category
of study.
2.6. Determine the process for requesting studies.
2.6.1. Set up a request form.
2.6. 1.1. Include space for the name of
the requestor.
2. 6. 1.2. Include space for indicating the
requestor's position in the insti
tut ion
.
I
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III. D. 2. 6. 1.3. Include space for indicating what
group or department or office the
requestor represents
— if any.
2
. 6 . 1 . 14
. Include space for the name of the
study
.
2. 6 . 1 . 5 . Include space for the purpose of
the st\idy to be indicated.
2.6. 1.6. Include space where the probable
uses of results of the study can
be indicated.
2. 6 . 1 . 7
.
Include space for any other infor-
mation desired.
2. 6.
1.8.
Include the OIR return address.
2.6.2.
Plan a memo to the members of the institu-
tion.
2. 6 . 2.1. Indicate how requests for studies
are made
.
2. 6 . 2 . 1 . 1 . Indicate that request
forms must be filled
out
.
2. 6 . 2. 1.2. Include instruction
to send the request
form to the OIR.
2. 6 . 2. 2. Indicate the criteria for studies
to be accepted.
2. 6 . 2. 2.1. Indicate who sets up
the criteria.
2. 6 . 2. 2. 2. Indicate what the
current criteria are.
2.6.2. 3 . Indicate how requests are pro-
cessed .
2. 6. 2. 3 . 1
.
Indicate that the OIR
staff checks the
request for a study
against criteria for-
mulated by the OIR
III. D.
ir.Y
staff and Advisory
Board
.
2. 6. 2. 3. 2. Indicate tViat the OIH
staff checks resources
allocated for this
kind of study.
2. 6. 2. 3. 3. Indicate that the OIR
staff accepts or
rejects a request
according to the
results of 2. 6. 2. 3.1.
and 2.6.2. 3.2.
2. 6. 2. 3.^. Indicate that the OIR
staff sends a memo to
the requestor indicat-
ing acceptance of the
study or rejection of
the study
.
2. 6. 2. 3. 5* Indicate that a
meeting is set up to
begin an approved
study.
2.6.3.
Disseminate the request forms and memo to
the members or offices of the institution.
3. Plan to communicate policies to rest of the institution.
3.1. Plan to disseminate a written communique of policies
for next FY generated in D.2.
3.1.1. Indicate what kinds of studies can be
conducted
.
3.1.2. Indicate who can request studies.
3.1.3. Include information on how to request a
study.
3.1. U. Indicate criteria for approval of a study.
3.2. Plan an institution-wide meeting or series of
meetings to review and discuss policies disseminated
in the memo of 3.1. above—especially first year.
E. Set up a calendar-timetable for the next FY
.
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III. E. 1. Schedule known dates up to this point.
^he\'iext FY^
objectives for
1.2. Consider the ajriount of time necessary to formulategoals and objectives.
1.3. Indicate the due date of mandatory reports.
l.U. Consider time and due date of cyclical reports.
1 . 5 . Consider staff meetings.
1.6. Indicate convention dates.
1.7. Indicate dates of known trips.
1.8. Consider time of evaluation process of OIR.
1 . 9 . Consider any other knowns
.
2. Continue to use the calendar-timetable as the year
progresses
.
f
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IV . Identify Decision Makers
.
A. Implement the Plan resulting from Major Process III.
B. If an approved study is mandatory, cyclical, or an office
project, go to D; otherwise go to C.
C. If the study is other than mandatory, cyclical, or an office
project, meet with the requestor of the study.
1. Identify the source of the request as the requestor
decision maker (RDM).
2. Identify the immediate decision makers for this study
(IDM); this includes the RDM in most cases.
3. RDM identifies other DMs within the institution who may
also use this information.
h. RDM identifies any external sources who may use this
information
.
5. Go to E.
D. If the study is mandatory, cyclical, or an office project,
the OIR staff meets.
1. Identify the initial source of the request and/or recom-
mendation for the study.
2. Identify those conducting the study as the immediate DMs
(IDM)
.
3. Identify those internal DMs who may use this information.
i+. Identify those external DMs who may use this information.
E. Conduct a Test of Completeness of the list of DMs.
1. Consider the Decision Making Structure found in II.
2. Staff of OIR identifies DMs for each study.
3. Add any DMs to list formed in C or D.
I4 . Present this list to the Director of OIR for approval
according to resources.
F. Develop a plan for each study.
1. Indicate the study.
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IV. F. 2. Indicate resources available for the study.
«^nd/or the staff indicates imniediate
h. The Director of OIR and/or the staff indicates other DMsto whom information should be disseminated.
5. Plan to work with IDMs to discuss the purpose of the study.
6. Plan to work with IDMs to determine probable use of
information.
7. Indicate expected time for the study from beginning to
final report.
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V. Identify Types of Knowledge Desired
.
Proc™s''v.*'°“ f°'- Major
B. Meet with all IDMs as a group unless there is reason to believeat some conflict exists; then meet with each separately.
C. Discuss the purpose of the study.
1. IDM(s) explains in more detail the purpose of the study.
2. IDM(s) operationalizes the purpose if not done in 1 above.
2.1. Directly operationalize the parts which are still
fuzzy.
2.2. Restate purpose.
2.3. If IDM(s) and staff member(s) are satisfied, go to
D; otherwise go to 2. U.
2.4. Use Hutchinson's "Operationalization of Fuzzy
Concepts .
"
D. Define parameters of the study.
1. IDM(s) indicates probable use of information from this
study
.
2. IDM(s) defines any terms to be used which need defining.
3. IDM(s) identifies those questions he/she would like
answered
.
4. IDM(s) indicates the depth to which he/she expects the
study to be carried out.
5. If there are any problems with depth requested, the insti-
tutional researcher explains the reasons to the IDM(s).
If agreeable to IDM(s), go to 6; otherwise go back to C.
6. Negotiate a simple contract on the lines drawn up in IV. F.
E. Identify the type of study desired according to the discussions
in C and D.
1. Determine if the study is to be an evaluation.
2. Determine if the study is to be a needs assessment.
3Y2
E. 3. Determine if the study is to be (iuta gathering for
iimiiediate planning (other than 2.1. or 2.2.).
. Determine if the study is to bo data gathering for future
planning (such as mandatory, cyclical, or office projects
might be).
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Strategies for Obtaining Knowledr.e Desired.
A. Identify resources available for this study.
1. Determine how much time is available for this study.
2. Determine what monetary resources are available.
3. Determine availability of data processing time.
Determine what other resources are available.
B. Determine resource allocation for designing strategies.
C. Identify sources of information necessary for this study.
1. Identify those offices of the institution which maintain
data files necessary for this study.
2. Identify individuals with special expertise needed for
this study.
2.1. Consider staff members of OIR.
2.2. Consider administrators.
2.3. Consider faculty members.
2.k. Consider graduate students.
2.5. Consider staff members, other than those of OIR.
2.6. Consider consultants.
2 . 7 . Consider others.
2.8. Make a list of individuals identified in 2.1. to 2.7.
2 . 9 . Prioritize the list of 2.8.
2 . 9 . 1 . Prioritize the list according to expertise
where 1 = greatest expertise and n = least
expertise (n = the number of names on the
list)
.
2.9.2. Prioritize the list according to resources
needed to engage each where 1 = least
resources needed and n = most resources
needed
.
J
2.9.3..
. Score each person on the list according to
affordability where 1 = can afford and 10
or (n + 1)—whichever is higher— = cannot
afford.
2.9.4. For each type of individual on the list,
multiply scores given in 2.9.1., 2.9.2.*
2.9.3. for a total score.
2 . 9 . 5 . Rank the individuals on the list by total
score (lowest to highest) for a prioritized
list of potential sources of expertise.
Test existing strategies for obtaining the desired knowledge.
1. Identify existing strategies for obtaining the desired
knowledge
.
1.1. Identify the type of study from V.E.
1
—
1
1
—
1
rH
. If the study is an evaluation, go to 1.2.
1.1.2,
. If the study is a needs assessment, go to
1 . 3 .
1.1.3. If the study is data gathering for immediate
planning, go to 1.4.
1.1.4. If the study is data gathering for future
planning, go to 1.5.
1.2. Study evaluation strategies.
1.2.1. Consult with appropriate internal evaluation
experts if necessary.
1.2.2.
. Consider Fortune/Hutchinson's Evaluation
Methodology.
1 . 2 . 3 . Consider Stufflebeam' s CIPP Model.
1 . 2 . . Consider Stake's Evaluation Design.
1 . 2 . 5 . Consider Scriven's Evaluation Framework.
1.2.6. Consider the Institutional Goals Inventory.
1 . 2 . 7 . Consider Project USHER.
1.2.8., Consider appropriate WICHE-NCHEMS materials.
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VI. D. 1.2.9. Consider any other known models.
1.2.10
. Go to 2.
1.3. Study needs assessment strategies.
1.3.1. Consult with appropriate internal needs
assessment experts if necessary.
1.3.2. Consider Coffing's Needs Analysis Methodology
1.3.3. Consider any other known models.
1.3.i+. Go to 2.
l.i^. Study strategies for data gathering for immediate
planning (other than evaluation or needs assessment).
1.4.1. Consult with appropriate internal experts on
data gathering for immediate planning if
necessary.
1.4.2. Consider Project PULSE Methodology—a student
opinion project.
1.4.3. Consider suitable WICHE-NCHEMS materials.
1.4.4. Consider Dressel's Departmental Study Design.
1.4.5. Consider other known models.
1.4.6. Go to 2.
1.5. Study strategies for data gathering for future
planning.
1.5.1. Consult with appropriate internal experts in
data gathering for future planning if neces-
sary.
1.5.2. Consider suitable WICHE-NCHEMS materials.
1.5.3. Consider Cycles: Quality of Student Life
Indicators ( Kegan )
.
1.5.4. Consider other known models.
1.5.5. Go to 2.
Make a list of existing strategies that may be used.
376
VI. D. 3. Check adequacy of existing strategies for this study.
3.1. Check each strategy found in 2 against the purpose
of the study.
3.1.1. If it will accomplish the purpose of the
study, go to 3.2.
3.1.2. If it will not accomplish the purpose of
this study, go to the next strategy listed
in 2 if there is one; otherwise go to E.
3.2. Check each strategy against resources available for
the study.
3.2.1. If resources are available, go to 3.3.
3.2.2. If resources are not available, go to 3.1.
and next strategy listed in 2 if there is
one; otherwise go to E.
3.3. Check strategy against any other criteria desired.
3.3.1. If it satisfies each criterion, go to 3.4.
3.3.2. If it does not satisfy each criterion, go
to 3.1. and next strategy listed in 2 if
there is one; otherwise go to E.
3.4. Make a list of those strategies satisfying 3.1.,
3.2.. 3.3.
3 . 5 . Go back to 3.1. and next strategy listed in 2 unless
all strategies have been tested, then go to 3.6.
3 . 6 . Prioritize the list of 3.4.
3 . 6 . 1 . Prioritize the list by how well the strategy
will accomplish the purpose where 1 = best
accomplish to n = least accomplish purpose.
3 . 6 . 2 . Prioritize the list by amount of resources
needed where 1 = least resources needed to
n = most resources needed.
3 . 6 . 3 . Prioritize list by other criteria.
3 . 6 . 4 . For each strategy on the list multiply scores
received in 3.6.1., 3.6.2., 3.6.3. for a
total score.
i
VI. D.
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3 . 6 . 5 . Rank the strategies on the J ist by total
score from lowest to highest.
3.7. Plan to implement the highest ranking (lowest score)
strategy found in 3 . 6 . 5 .
3 . 8 . Go to F.
E. Design own strategies for obtaining knowledge desired.
1. Conceptualize the ideal way of conducting this study to
accomplish the stated purpose to the desired depth.
1.1. If this is a one-time study, use Decision-Making
Methodology (Coffing, Heffernan); otherwise go to
1 . 2
.
1.2. If this kind of study may be done again, use Meta-
methodology (Hutchinson).
2. Test this strategy.
2.1. Test for feasibility.
2.1.1. If feasible, go to 2.2.
2.1.2. If not feasible, go to 3.
2.2. Test against resources available.
2.2.1. If there are enough resources to carry out
this strategy, go to 8.
2.2.2. If there are not enough resources, go to 5 .
3 . Revise the strategy to compensate for parts that are not
feasible
.
3 . 1 . If revision can be made, go to U.
3 . 2 . If revision cannot be made, go to 6.
I4
.
Test new strategy against the purpose of the study.
l|.l. If it is consistent with the purpose, go to 2.
h.2. If it is not consistent with the purpose, go to 6.
5 . Revise the strategy to lessen resources needed.
5.1.
If the revision can be made, go to U .
f
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VI. E. 5 . 2
.
If the revision cannot be made, go to 6.
6. Determine if a measurement expert is needed.
6.1. If yes, arrange to meet with one.
^• 2 . If no, go back to 1. (Do this only once; otherwise
go to 7
.
)
7 . Return to IDM(s) and inform him/her that this study cannot
be conducted as planned. Go to Major Process V.
8. Describe the operational design.
the strategy calls for a questionnaire or survey
of any kind, use questionnaire construction techniques;
otherwise go to 8.2.
8.1.1. Decide if this is to be a mail survey or a
direct contact survey.
8.1.2. Formulate questions.
8
. 1 . 3 . Order the questions.
8.1.4. Decide on the format of the questionnaire.
8
. 1 . 5 . Design the directions.
8.1.6. Pilot test the questionnaire.
8 . 1 . 7 . Revise the questionnaire if necessary.
(These steps are to be further developed.)
8.2. If the strategy stipulates conducting interviews,
use interview techniques; otherwise go to 8.3.
8.2.1. Decide if the interviews will be individual
or group interviews.
8.2.2. Determine if the interviews will be structured
or unstructured.
8 . 2 . 3 . Prepare the questions for the interview or
the points to be covered if the interview is
to be structured or focused.
8.2.4. Determine how to record data.
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VI
. E
. 8
. 2 . 5 . Conduct preliminary interviews as a pretest.
8
. 2 . 6 . Revise if necessary; otherwise go to 8.2.7.
8.2. 6.1. To revise questions, go to 8.2.3.
8.2. 6. 2. To revise recording means, go to
8.2. 14 .
8.2.7. Determine the approximate time needed for
each interview.
(These steps are to be further developed.)
8.3. If the strategy calls for observations, use observa-
tion techniques.
8.3.1. Determine if the observation is to be
unobtrusive
.
8.3.2. Determine if it is to be directly observable
8.3.3. Determine if it is to be under natural con-
ditions, i.e., no imposed conditions.
8.3.U. Determine what observation technique to use.
8 . 3 . 5 . Design a recording device.
8.3.6. Pretest the observational technique and
recording device.
8 . 3 . 7 . Revise if necessary.
(These steps are to be further developed.)
9 . Plan to implement the strategy designed.
F. Specify sampling procedures, if these are needed.
(These steps will be further developed.)
G. Specify statistical tests to be used.
(Further steps to be developed.)
H. Identify sources of information needed.
1. Identify any sources not listed in C.l.
2. Combine results of 1. above and C.l. into one list.
3 . Identify those individuals with special expertise who are
r
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VI.
. needeii tor this stiKly. Mae Llie Hat rrom C.2.9.5. to
identify tiieae individtmla
.
. Identify reaourcea available for carrying out thia utruteKy.
I
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VII, Implement Stratepjies
.
A. Determine resource allocation for implementing strategies.
B. Obtain cooperation of those sources of information listedin VI. H.
1 . Write a memo to each person on the list.
1 . 1
. Indicate the name of the study to be conducted.
1 . 2 . Indicate the purpose of the study.
1 . 3 . Indicate the resources needed from this person,
l.it. Indicate a place for the response of the individual,
1.5. Include a return envelope (to OIR).
2 . For each person from whom you cannot get cooperation, go
to 3 ; otherwise go to C.
3. Attempt to secure cooperation of the person needed.
3.1. Meet with the person.
3.1.1. Discuss his/her reservations.
3 . 1 . 2 . Discuss the importance of this person's
cooperation.
3.1.3. Try to iron out any difficulties.
3. 1.3.1. If you get the person's coopera-
tion, go to C.
3. 1.3. 2 . If you do not get the person's
cooperation, go to 3 . 2 .
3.2. Check if any one else can take this person's place
as a source of information.
3 . 2 . 1 . If yes, add this person to your list and
go back to B.l.
3 . 2 . 2 . If no, go to 3 . 3 .
3.3. Meet with the IDM(s).
3.3.1.
Explain the lack of cooperation and the
reasons
.
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VII. B.
C.
D.
E.
3.3.2. Ask the IDM(s) if any other person can
supply the information needed.
3. 3.2.1. If yes, add this person to your
list and go to B.l.
3. 3. 2. 2. If no, go to 3.3.3.
3.3.3. Consider any other alternatives.
3.3.
U. Discuss any alterations that need to be made
in the study as a result of this lack of
cooperation
.
3. ^.1. If no alterations are needed, go
to C.
3.
3.
^.2. If alterations are necessary, go
back to VI. C. or VI. D.
Implement strategies designed in VI.
Analyze data. (This step is to be further developed.
)
Interpret Results. (This step is to be further developed.)
/
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VIII. Reporting Procedures
.
A. Allocate resources for reporting procedure
B. Prepare the Report.
1. Identify the study.
1.1. Indicate the name of the IDM(s).
1.2. Indicate the name of the study.
1.3. Indicate the purpose of the study.
l.U. Indicate the date(s) of the study and the report
2. Describe the method or techniques used.
2.1. Identify the population and/or sample.
2.2. Describe the measurement techniques.
2.3. Describe the statistics used.
2.k. Describe other procedures.
3. Report any difficulties.
3.1. Report difficulties in sampling.
3.2. Report difficulties in measurement techniques.
3.3. Report difficulties in interpreting data.
3.i4. Report any other difficulties encountered.
h. Present data.
4.1. Present data by numerical tables.
4.2. Present data by graphs.
4.3. Present data any other way desired.
5. Present the interpretation of data.
5.1. Present any significant results in the data.
5.2. Include any cautions on interpreting the data
presented.
VIII.
3814
. Disseminate the report to those
IV. F. 4.
identified in IV. F. 3. and
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Evaluate the Institutional Research Process
.
A. Identify the type of evaluation.
1. If the evaluation is of an individual study, go to B.
2. If the evaluation is of the year's IR process, go to D.
B. Allocate resources for evaluation of individual study.
C. Evaluate individual studies. This is to be done within a
month aiter the final report has been submitted.*
1. Determine the extent to which the data are or have been
used for decision making.
1.1. Construct a list of datum reported to the IDM.
1.1.1. Give the list to each IDM.
1.1.2. Each IDM checks if the datum was used in
decision making.
1.2. Ask the IDM to construct a log of decisions made
since the report of the study was received.
1.2.1. Each IDM indicates what data from the
report were used in that decision.
1.2.2. IDM prioritizes the list of decisions made.
2. Calculate the Percentage of Efficiency of the study for
each IDM. From the list of datum,
g -
no. of datum used
^
no. of datum reported
3. Calculate the Percentage of Focus of the study.
3.1. Procure the decision making log from the IDM.
3.2. Construct a Focus Calculation Chart (see Figure)
for each IDM.
3.2.1.
Count the number of decisions in the log
* These three steps follow those developed by Hutchinson in 1972 for
Evaluation Methodology.
/
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IX, C which used datum from the report; this is
3.2.2. Count the total number of decisions made;
this is r^.
3.2.3. Using the prioritization of decisions in
the log, consider the first £ of them.
Count the number of decisions among the first
£ for which datiom from the report were used.
This is a.
3.2.U. Fill in the Focus Calculation Chart.
3 . 2 .I4 .I. Let G = £ and E = £.
3.2.
U.2. Let I = n.
3 . 2 . U
.
3 . Let H = n
- £ and F = n -
3 . 2
.
U . U . Let B = £ - a and C = £ - a
.
3 . 2
.
U. 5 . Let D = H - B.
3 . 2 . 5 . Calculate the Percentage of Focus where
F =
A + D
I
X 100.
Allocate resources for evaluating the IR process (year's).
Evaluate the Year's IR Process.
1. Carry out a goals and objectives assessment at midyear.
1.1. Indicate how goals and objectives were achieved.
1.2. Determine if each goal is still a goal; if each
objective is still an objective.
1 . 3 . Indicate what were helps in achieving the goals and
objectives
.
1.^4. Indicate what were the hindrances to achieving the
goals and objectives.
1 . 5 . Decide how to change hindrances into helps.
2. Calculate the mean for the year of the following for all
the studies conducted.
38?
IX. E. 2.1. Calculate the mean percentage of efficiency.
2.2. Calculate the mean percentage of focus.
3. Evaluate the use of resources.
U. Evaluate the contract as per I.F. and I.H.
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FOCUS CALCULATION CHART
Name of Decision Maker
Data Used No Data Used Total
Most Important Decisions
A B E
Least Important Decisions
C D F
Total
G H I
APPENDIX C
INSTITUTIONAL RESEARCH
METHODOLOGY
DRAFT II
Ann C. Luciano, CSJ
April, 1976
PURPOSE : to probe deeply into the workings of an institution of post-
secondary education in order to generate knowledge about the
institution for decision making.
MAJOR PROCESSES :
I. Define the Appropriate Role of Institutional Research at Your
Institution
II. Identify the Decision Maki-ng Structure in the Institution
III. Plan a Year's Activities
IV. Identify Decision Makers
V. Identify Types of Knowledge Desired
VI. Define Strategies for Obtaining Knowledge Desired
VII. Carry Out Strategies
VIII. Reporting Procedures
IX. Evaluate the Institutional Research Process
Major Processes I - IX above are on a five year cycle.
Major Processes III - IX above are on a one year cycle.
Major Processes IV - IX are cyclic for each study.
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NOTE:
yjo
Assumptions :
1. Person has prepared himself/herself to become an institutional
researcher. This includes the researcher's previous experiencein conducting studies; readings in the field of institutional
research, especially Paul L. Dressel's Institutional Research in
^
^e University;
—
A Handbook ; some knowledge of higher educationin general. These constitute minimal preparation.
2. Person has applied for a position as an institutional researcher
or has been requested to assume this role within his/her own insti-
tution .
3. This methodology may not be appropriate for use by all institutional
researchers. If, after a person has read through the entire method—
ology
> he/she finds the tone and/or format unworkable to the point
of not knowing what the methodology is about, then this person should
not use Institutional Research Methodology.
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Use 11131.11.111.10118.1 R6sea.rc;h Met.hodolo;^y
A. Become familiar with all the steps of the IR Methodolot^
.
1. Commit self to the purpose of the methodology which is:
to probe deeply into the workings of an institution of
postsecondary education in order to generate knowledge
about the institution for decision making.
2 . Read through the entire methodology.
B. Decide on resource allocation for Major Process I: Define the
Appropriate Role of Institutional Research at Your Institution.
1. Determine how much of your time is available to complete
Major Process I, and what the target date for completion is.
2. Allocate your time to each of the steps of Major Process I.
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I • Define the Appropriate Role of Institutional Hesearch at Your
Institution.
A. Prepare for meeting with the chief administrator (s ) who
directly supervises the Director of the Office of Institu-
tional Research (OIR).
1. Write out your understanding of the purpose, definition,
functions of institutional research.
2. Check these with others knowledgeable of institutional
research and/or in the field.
3. Read over any correspondence or written documents, such
as job description, sent by the institution.
B. Meet with the chief administrator ( s ) who directly supervises
the Director of the OIR.
1. Discuss the administrator's reasons for starting or
continuing an OIR.
2. Elicit the administrator's expectations of the researcher
and of institutional research.
3. Discuss your understanding of institutional research
(from A above) if different from the administrator's.
4. Consider what sources of information are or are not
available
.
5. Determine what levels of support are available for OIR.
5.1.
Discuss budget.
5.1.1. Discuss salary and benefits.
5.1.2. Procure the proposed budget for next FY if
one exists; otherwise get an estimated gross
for OIR from the administrator.
5.2. Discuss staffing of OIR.
5.2.1. Consider the possible professional staff for
next year.
5.2.2. Consider the clerical staff of OIR.
5.2.3. Consider utilization of student aid.
5.3. Discuss the Office itself.
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I. B. 5.3.1. Consider its proximity to the
decision makers.
institution's
souroer
aJor information
5.1*. Discuss data processing.
5.1».l. Consider vhat services are available.
5.1*. 2. Determine if there is a definite relation-
ship between the two offices (Data Processing
6 .
7.
8 .
Considei \e3ted interest groups and their relation to OIR.
Discuss the question of confidentiality.
Discuss the possibility of an Advisor^)'
Administration of the OIR.
Committee on the
9.
Determine what committees the Director of OIR or its staffIS expected to sit in on.
10. Determine what Uie process for hiring staff is if necessary-
11. Consider as the initial phase of work the planning of thedevelopment or continuance of OIR with the staff.
C. Document the meeting with the chief administrator bv rreraring
a short (3-U pages maximum) letter of understanding including
the points discussed in B.
D. If you ai-e not hired by this institution, go back to A for a
diiferent institution; otherwise continue with E.
E. Director woi'ks on the budget with the staff, if aii^v.
1. If a budget has been proposed for next yeai', studj- it and
make essential changes; otherwise go to 2.
2. Using the gross figiu'e estimated by the chief administrator,
draw up the OIR budget for next year.
2.1. Obtain budgetary guidelines fivaa the Business Office.
2.2. Use budgetary categories of the institution to
allocate resources if tliere ai-e such categories. If
not, the following can be used as a checklist:
salaries of Director and staff
books and subscriptions
institutional memberships
attending conferences
staff development
data processing
tests and/or instruments
travel
supplies
equipment
duplicating
phone
postage
consultants
3. The Director submits to his/her chief administrator any
changes to the proposed budget or the budget he/she hasdrawn up for approval
.
Stal f determines staffing needs for the year.
1. If the OIR is being developed, go to 2. If the OIR is a
continuing office, go to
2. The Director decides what staff is necessary and possible
within the constraints of the proposed or submitted budget.
Consideration can be given to:
research assistants
secretary ( ies
)
student help (both graduate assistants and work-study
students
)
staff statistician
computer programmer
(It is very possible that the first year the staff will
consist of the Director and student help and/or a full-
time secretary.)
3. The Director goes through the process of hiring any new
staff deemed necessary. The process was decided upon in
I.B.IO.
U. Change in staffing is not advisable at this time. Wait
until planning for the next year (Major Process III).
Draw up goals and objectives for OIR.
1. If the OIR is being developed, go to 2. If the OIR is a
continuing office, go to 5.
2. Director writes out the goals of OIR within the boundaries
set in the discussion with the chief administrator (I.B.).
3. Director prioritizes these goals.
4. Director forms objectives for each goal on the list.
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I.
up“'fo^“Sirirr\°' objectives drawnlor OIR If such exists; otherwise Director draw ui,own list as in 2 3 U ^ tv- ^
+U^ 1
i o, 4. me staff and Director draws unt}l0 gOtlls 8.nd OblGCtiV0S f'nr* 1"Vio 1 ^
Process III.
the following year in Ma.lor
H. Understand Your Institution.
1. Obtain a statement of the history of the institution.
1.1. Look at current catalogue( s )
.
1.2. Obtain any other history available.
2. Obtain a copy of the goals and objectives of the institu-
2.1. See the current catalogue( s )
2.2. Procure a written document if one exists.
3.
Obtain an Organizational Chart if one exists.
h. Obtain a General Procedures Manual which explains such
things as how to order supplies, etc.— if one exists.
5. Talk to various people on campus—administrators, faculty,
students, various staff—about their perceptions of the
institution (and incidentally what their perceptions of an
OIR are).
6. Continue this process of understanding your institution.
It is an on-going process and will happen in many ways.
I. Director meets with Director of Data Processing.
1. Introductions.
2. Discuss what hardware is available to OIR.
3. Consider if there is any shared staff time.
U. Determine the relationship between data processing and OIR
if one exists.
5. Discuss the proper way of requesting data processing time.
6. Obtain a statement of policies for data processing especially
concerning such points as priority of time and use.
/
Set up an Advisory Conunittee on
this was decided upon in I.B.8.
the Administration of OIH
otherwise go to K.
if
1 . being developed, the following is donny the Director and his/her chief administrator. If the
process
2 .
3.
Determine the purpose of such a committee.
Discuss its responsibilities. Some possible responsi-ilUies might be policy setting, to give advice, to make
administrative suggestions.
Determine its membership.
^•1. The Director of OIR should be chairperson.
h.2. Consider membership from administrators, faculty
in particular, students, OIR staff.
^.3. Determine what proportion from each group decided
upon should make up the Committee.
Determine the manner of securing membership.
5- Consider the frequency of meetings. One possibility is
once every month the first year and then whenever a ques-
tion of substance arises after the first year.
6. Procure members for this committee according to h.U.
Director and staff discuss the research work of OIR.
1. If this is a new office, omit K; otherwise continue.
2. Discuss the kinds of research the office has undertaken.
Some possibilities are:
mandatory reports, such as HEGIS;
development of an institutional data base;
cyclical reports or studies;
staff projects other than above or requested;
requests for studies or data by persons or agencies
internal to the institution;
requests for studies or data by persons or agencies
external to the institution.
3. Discuss sources of requests which have been received by
OIR, considering such questions as:
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Are requests from one administrator only?
What other administrators have made requests?
Were there any requests by faculty members or faculty
groups? by student groups?
What outside agencies have requested studies or data?
Caution : The office should not be restricted to what has
been done in the past.
Discuss any criteria that were used in accepting and/or
prioritizing work for OIR.
Staff and Director and Advisory Committee (if one exists)
determine criteria to be used for accepting and/or prior-
itizing work of OIR.
L. Document the work of identifying the Role of Institutional
Research at Your Institution— supplementing the document
of I.C.
1. State the goals and objectives of OIR as per 0.4. or
G.5.
2. Discuss the staff and management of OIR including the
Advisory Committee on the Administration of OIR as per
F. and J.
3. Document the policies of OIR as per K.5.
M. Send copies of document from L. to chief administrator(s ) who
supervises the Director of OIR, to staff, to members of the
Advisory Committee.
N. Revise documents of C. and L. at least every five years or
sooner depending on the long-range planning process at the
institution.
I. K.
4.
5.
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II. Identify the Decision Making Struc ture in the Institution
.
(There exist two decision making structures in the institution-
. the formal structure which the staff of OIR must understanddocument, and update; and
L u,
members of OIR need to know
A.
B.
Determine what resources are available for
Determine your purpose for undertaking such
you will use the information.
this project,
a project and how
(Generally, if the decision making structure is known, it willhelp in conducting other studies since a clear picture of whatkinds of decisions certain decision makers make, input used fordecisions, etc. is known. This will aid in efficiently using
resources, identifying decision makers and deciding what shouldbe included in reporting to specific decision makers.)
C. Identify the decision makers (DMs) of the institution.
1. Make a list from the Organizational Chart obtained in
I.H.3. if such a chart was available.
2. Make a list of those whom you know are decision makers.
3. Ask others to add to the completeness of the list.
D. Identify what knowledge about the decision making structure is
desired.
1. Consider the implications of the purpose for this project.
2. Consider questions that you want answered. Some questions
could be:
Who reports to each DM?
To whom does each DM report?
What kinds of decisions does each DM make (e.g.
,
con-
cerning curriculum, personnel, budget, etc.)?
How are decisions made by each DM, according to each
kind of decision?
What input is needed in making each kind of decision?
Who provides this input?
Who makes the final decision?
Who gives final approval?
Into what types of decisions does this decision maker
have input?
E. Design a strategy or set of strategies for obtaining the
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II. information
.
1. To determine the formal structure, possible strategies
might be to interview key decision makers at each level;
send out a questionnaire to a sample of the decision makers
on the list of C.
2. To determine the informal decision making structure, some
possibilities are:
studying memos and correspondence;
examining major decisions made and by whom;
piggybacking questions on this structure to inquiries
on other topics;
watching the decision making as you sit in on committees
informally talking with various people.
Carry out the strategy planned.
. Draw up new Organizational Charts— formal and informal.
Summarize the decision making structure of this institution.
The informal structure will be used as a reference for OIR
staff only.
Repeat Major Process II at least every five years.
/
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Plan a Year's Activities
.
(To be done at the end of the current FY or when needed.)
A. OIR staff determines goals and objectlres for OIR for next
1. Review interim assessment of goals and objectives of
current FY if such an assessment is available,
2. Determine if current goals are still goals.
3. Determine if any new goals should be added.
^4. Operationalize goals kept in 2. and added in 3. if not
already operationalized.
4.1. Operationalize directly.
4.2. If this does not operationalize to the level
desired, go to 4.3.; otherwise go to 5.
4.3. Use Hutchinson's "Operationalization of Fuzzy
Concepts . "*
5. Prioritize the operationalized goals.
6. Determine the objectives for each goal stated for next
FY,
7 . Obtain the commitment of each of the OIR staff to those
goals and objectives which pertain to his or her job.
8. Goals and objectives are sent to the Advisory Committee
for approval if this Committee exists.
B. Determine any changes in staffing.
1. Determine if any new personnel are needed.
1.1. Determine the kind of personnel needed as profes-
sional, clerical, student.
1.2. Determine the kind of personnel needed as full-time,
part-time; assistantship, work-study.
1.3. Determine the job responsibilities of the new
* This is a process developed by 'Dr. Thomas E. Hutchinson, University
of Massachusetts /Amherst to help to clarify concepts.
>
f
personnel desired.
1.4. Plan a process for interviewing prospective appli-
cants.
2. Determine if there should be a shift in responsibilities
oi the present staff.
2.1. Consider changes in job descriptions.
2.2. Consider the team approach.
3. Determine what staff training, development and growth
opportunities should be considered.
Prepare the budget with respect to goals and objectives and
staffing for next FY.
1 . Evaluate budget for current FY
.
2. Discuss any changes in budget.
3. Incorporate any agreed upon changes.
4. Director or person responsible for the budget prepares
the budget statement according to the specifications of
the institution.
5. Budget is sent to appropriate administrator for approval.
Meet with the Advisory Committee on the Administration of
OIR to determine policies for next FY. (The Advisory Com-
mittee on the Administration of OIR is that constituted in
Major Process I.J. If none exists, then it is the profes-
sional staff of OIR.)
1. Determine what kinds of research can be conducted during
the next FY.
1.1. Consider the following categories of research;
mandatory reports
,
such as HEGIS
;
development and maintenance of an institutional
data base;
cyclical reports or studies;
OIR staff projects other than above or requested;
studies or data requested by persons or agencies
internal to the institution;
studies or data requested by persons or agencies
external to the institution.
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III. D. 1.2. Consider any special circumstances of the institution for the following FY which may cause the
elimination of any of the above categories of
research.
1.3. Eliminate any category on the basis of 1.2.
1.4. Make a list of the kinds of research that can be
conducted during the next FY as a result of 1.3.
2. Determine who can request studies or data durinp the
next FY
.
2.1. If all requested studies have been eliminated in
1.3., go to 3.; otherwise go to 2.2.
2.2. Make a list of potential sources of requests for
studies for the next FY, including:
administrators
;
faculty members and groups;
student organizations;
outside agencies.
2.3. Consider any special circumstances of the institu-
tion for the following FY which may cause the
elimination of any of the above sources of requests
for studies or data.
2.4. Eliminate any of the sources of requests on the
basis of 2.3.
2.5. Make a list of who can request studies or data during
the next FY as a result of 2.4.
3. Prioritize research to be conducted during next FY.
3.1. Determine criteria for prioritization process.
3.2. Prioritize by category of research (list of 1.4.).
3.3. Prioritize within requested categories (list of
2.5.).
3.4. Combine lists from 3.2. and 3.3. into a single
prioritized list.
k. Allocate resources to research projects.
U.l. Determine the criteria for allocating resources.
III. D. such as estimated amount of time to complete sucJi
a study.
J»0'i
4.2.
Determine what percent of the resources for research
projects should be allocated to each of the projects
in the list of 3.4. leaving a slack of about 20^ for
emergencies and crises.
5. Determine the criteria for approving a research project.
5.1. Consider whether its purpose and use is consistent
with the definition and purpose of institutional
research
.
5.2. Consider if it is in one of the approved categories
of 3.4. above.
5 . 3 . Consider if it is within the limitations of the
resources allocated for this category of research.
6. Determine the process for requesting studies .
You may want to set up a request form including space
for:
the name of the requestor;
the requestor's position in the institution;
what group or department or office the requestor
represents— if any;
the name of the study;
the purpose of the study;
probable uses of the results of the study.
E. Plan to communicate policies to the rest of the institution.
1. Plan to disseminate an information brochure of policies
for next FY generated in D.
1.1. Indicate what kinds of research projects can be done.
1.2. Indicate who can request studies or data.
1.3. Include information on how to request a study.
1.4. Indicate criteria for approval of a study.
2. Plan an institution-wide meeting or series of meetings
to introduce the OIR and to go over its policies espe-
cially the first year. Disseminate the information
brochure at this time.
1
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III. F. Set up a calendar-timetable for the next FY
.
1. Schedule known dates up to this point.
1.1. Indicate the due dates of goals and objectives for
the next FY.
1.2. Consider the amount of time necessary to formulate
goals and objectives.
1.3. Indicate the due date of mandatory reports.
l.U. Consider time and due date of cyclical reports.
1.5. Consider staff meetings.
1.6. Indicate convention dates.
1.7. Indicate dates of known trips.
1.8. Consider time of evaluation process of OIR.
1.9. Consider any other knowns
.
2. Continue to use the calendar-timetable as the year
progresses
.
1*05
IV. Identify Decision Makers
.
A. Implement the Plan resulting from Major Process III for each
research project.
B. If an approved research project is mandatory, cyclical, or a
staff project, go to D. ; otherwise go to C.
C. If the project is other than mandatory, cyclical, or a staff
project, meet with the requestor of the project.
1. Identify the source of the request as the requestor decision
maker.
2. Identify the immediate decision makers for this research
project (indicate these as IDMs); this includes the
requestor decision maker in most cases.
3. The requestor decision maker identifies other DMs within
the institution who may also use this information.
I4
. Tlie requestor decision maker identifies any external
sources who may use this information.
5 . Determine who owns the data; client or OIR? In most cases,
both should.
6. Go to E.
D. If the study is mandatory, cyclical, or a staff project, the
OIR staff meets
.
1. Identify the initial source of the request and/or recom-
mendation for the project.
2. Identify those conducting the research project as the
immediate decision makers (iDMs).
3 . Identify those internal DMs who may use this information.
U. Identify those external DMs who may use this information.
E. Conduct a Test of Completeness of the list of DMs.
1. Consider the Decision Making Structure found in Major
Process II.
2. Staff of OIR identifies DMs for each study.
3. Add any DMs to list formed in C. or D.
ho6
IV. E. h. Present this list to the Director of OIR for approvalaccording to resources. i-ov i
5. Director approves or alters list.
F. Indicate resources available for the project.
G. The Director of OIR and/or the staff indicate other DMs towhom information should be disseminated if there has not beena limitation put on use of data by the requestor.
H. Indicate expected time for the project from beginning to end.
hoy
V. Identify Types of Knowledge Desired.
A. Determine how much time
decision maker (IDM) for
can be spent with each immediate
Major Process V.
B. Meet with all IDMs as a group unless there is reason to
s^elT
(This step is to be developed further.)
C. Discuss the purpose of the project.
1. IDM(s) explains in more detail the purpose of the study.
2. OIR staff member helps IDM(s) operationalize the purposeif not done in 1. above.
2.1. Directly operationalize the parts which are still
fuzzy
.
2.2. Restate purpose.
2.3. If IDM(s) and staff member(s) are satisfied, go to
D; otherwise go to 2.U.
2.4. Staff member helps IDM(s) by means of Hutchinson's
"Operationalization of Fuzzy Concepts."
D. Define parameters of the research project.
1. IDM(s) indicates probable use of information from this
project.
2. IDM(s) defines any terms to be used which need defining.
3. IDM(s) identifies those questions he/she would like
answered.
4. IDM(s) indicates the depth to which he/she expects the
study to be carried out.
5. If there are any problems with depth requested, the insti-
tutional researcher explains the reasons to the IDM(s).
If agreeable to IDM(s), go to 6; otherwise go back to C.
E. Negotiate a simple contract including:
'•v
name of study or project;
iinmediate decision makers;
resources available;
purpose of project;
parameters of the project;
initial dissemination list;
expected time of project from beginning to end.
Identify the type of inquiry desired according to the dis-
cussions in C. and D.
1. Determine if the research project is to be an evaluation.
2. Determine if the research project is to be a needs
assessment
.
3. Determine if the research project is to be data gathering
for immediate planning (other 1. or 2.).
h. Determine if the research project is to be data gathering
for future planning (such as mandatory, cyclical, or
office projects might be).
5. Determine if the research project is a combination of
the above.
VI.
hO'j
fesifin
Kn„w1n,i, -.
A. Mentll-y resources available for U,Js research project.
'
proj™t?'^ - --liable for this
Determine what monetary resources are available.
3. Determine availability of data processing time.
It. Determine what other resources are available.
B. Determine resource allocation for designing strategies.
pr^jej?: information necessary for this research
and/oi1lav^datrSr‘' Institution which maintain/ nave data files necessary for this project.
JhifDro1ecf''‘r“°'^"/“'’ =P®=1-1 expertise needed for
tOTs facu^^v
members of OIR, admlnistra-
oth:;
D. Se^p an Advisory Committee for this project if it is a
1. Form the Committee.
1.1. At least one member of the OIR staff should be on
this committee
—the one primarily responsible forthe study.
1.2. At least one member from the requesting office or
group should be on this committee.
1.3. Some administrators should be on this committee.
1.^4. Some faculty members with special expertise or
interest should especially be on this committee.
1.5. Others identified from C.2. can be asked to be on
this committee.
2. Contract with the members of the Committee. It may be as
informally as : If you show up number of times for the
period of the study to comment, make recommendations, lend
expertise, we will manage the project."
VI. E
. Tes
(i.
1 .
t
e.
existing strategies for obtaining th
,
is there any known strategy that I
e desired
can use?
)
knowledge
.
Identify existing strategies
knowledge.
for obtaining the desired
l-l- Identity the type of project from V.F.
1*1.1. If it is an evaluation, go to 1,2.
1*1.2. If it is a needs assessment, go to 1
. 3 .
1*1.3. If It is "data gathering for immediate
planning," go to l.U.
1*1*^. If it is "data gathering for future planning
go to 1. 5.
1*2. Consider evaluation strategies.
1*2.1. Consult with appropriate internal evaluation
experts if necessary.
1.2.2. Consider any evaluation studies or projects
done at similar institutions.
1.2.3. Make a list of evaluation strategies. Some
which could be considered are:
Fortune/Hutchinson's Evaluation Method-
ology;
Stufflebeam' s CIPP Model;
Provus' Evaluation Model;
Stake's Evaluation Design;
Scriven's Evaluation Framework;
Project USHER (Hitt and Hamilton);
or appropriate WICHE-NCHEMS materials.*
1.2.^. Examine as many of the strategies in 1.2.2.
and 1.2.3. as you can afford—especially
time-wise.
1.3.
Consider needs assessment strategies.
1.3.1. Consult with appropriate internal needs
assessment experts if necessary.
* These will be footnoted.
41
1
1.3.2. Consider any needs assessment studies orprojects that have been done at some similarinstitutions
.
1.3.3. Make a list of needs assessment strategies
One possibility is Coffing's Needs Analysis
Methodology .
*
1.3.^. Examine as many of these as you can afford.
1 . 3 . 5 . Go to 2.
1.^. study strategies for "data gathering for immediate
planning other than evaluation or needs assessment
l.U.l. Consult with appropriate internal experts
on data gathering for immediate planning if
necessary
.
1.4.2. Consider any data gathering projects for
immediate planning done at similar institu-
tions
.
1.4.3. Make a list of strategies for data gathering
for immediate planning. Some possibilities
are
:
1.4.4.
Project PULSE—A Student Opinion Survey
Project
;
Dressel's Departmental Study Design;
suitable WICHE-NCHEMS materials.*
Examine as many of these as you can afford.
1 . 4
. 5 . Go to 2.
1 . 5 . Study strategies for "data gathering for future
planning.
"
1 . 5 . 1 . Consult with appropriate internal experts
in data gathering for future planning if
necessary
.
1.5-2. Consider any data gathering projects for
future planning done at similar institutions.
* These will be footnoted.
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VI. E.
2 .
3.
T •
“•i
.
(-ycj.es. QuaJitv of fit iwif.iit
wionnc-HK«.
1-5. It. Exmnlne as many of these as you can afford.
1
•
5
.
5 • Go to 2
.
Make a list of existing strategies that may be used.
Check the adequacy of existing strategies for this project.
3.1.1. If^it will accomplish this purpose, go to
3.1.2. If it will not accomplish this purpose, goto the next strategy listed in 2. if thereis one; otherwise go to F.
3.2. Check each strategy against resources available forthis project.
3.2.1. If resources are available, go to 3.3.
3.2.2. If resources are not available, go to 3.1.
and the next strategy listed in 2. if there
is one; otherwise go to F.
3.3. Check strategy against any other criteria desired.
3.3.1. If it satisfies each criterion, go to 3.ii.
3.3.2. If it does not satisfy each criterion, go to
3.1.
and next strategy listed in 2. if there
is one; otherwise go to F.
3.U. Make a list of those strategies satisfying 3.1., 3.2.,
3.5. Go back to 3.1. and next strategy listed in 2. unless
all strategies have been tested, then go to 3.6.
These will be footnoted.
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PJ^ioritize the list of 3.1|.
3.6.1.
3.6.2.
3.6.3.
3.6.Ii.
3.6.5.
3.7. Plan to implement the highest ranking (lowest score)
strategy found in 3.6.5.
3.8. Go to G.
F. Design own strategies for obtaining knowledge desired.
1. Decide on whether you need a sampling procedure.
2. Conceptualize the ideal way of conducting this project to
accomplish the stated purpose to the desired depth.
2.1. If this is a one-time study, use Decision Making
Methodology* (Coffing, Heffernan); otherwise go to
2 . 2 .
2.2. If this kind of project may be done again, use Meta-
methodology* (Hutchinson).
3. Test this strategy.
3.1. Test for feasibility.
3.1.1. If feasible, go to 3.2.
3.1.2. If not feasible, go to h.
* These will be footnoted.
Prioritize the list by how well the strategy111 accomplish the purpose where 1 = best
accomplish to n = least accomplish purpose.
Prioritize the list by amount of resources
needed where 1 - least resources needed to
n - most resources needed.
Prioritize list by other criteria.
For each strategy on the list multiply scores
received In 3.6.1., 3.6.2., 3.6.3., for atotal score.
Rank the strategies on the list by total
score from lowest to highest.
f
resources available.
VI
. F
.
lull
3.2.
Test against
3.2.1. If there are enough resources to carry out
this strategy, go to 9.
3.2.2. If there are not enough resources, go to 6.
U. Revise the strategy to compensate for parts that are notfeasible.
^.1. If revision can be made, go to 5.
^.2. If revision cannot be made, go to T.
5. Test new strategy against the purpose of the study.
5.1. If it is consistent with the purpose, go to 3.
5.2. If it is not consistent with the purpose, go to 7.
6. Revise the strategy to lessen resources needed.
6.1. If the revision can be made, go to 5.
6.2. If the revision cannot be made, go to T.
7. Determine if a measurement expert is needed.
7.1. If yes, arrange to meet with one.
7.2. If no, go back to 1. Do this only once; otherwise
go to 8.
8. Return to IDM(s) and inform him/her of the problems and
decide on a way of solving them.
9. Describe the operational design.
9.1.
If the strategy calls for a questionnaire or survey
of any kind, use the following questionnaire con-
struction techniques; otherwise go to 9.2.
9.1.1. Decide if this is to be a mail, phone, or
face-to-face survey.
9.1.2. Formulate questions.
9.1.3.
9 . 1 .^.
Order the questions.
Decide on the format of the questionnaire.
*415
VI. F.
9.2.
9.1.5. Design the directions.
9.1.6. Pilot test the questionnaire.
9.1.7. Revise the questionnaire if necessary.
(These steps to be further developed.)
ise^inteivf
stipulates conducting interviews,terview techniques; otherwise go to 9.3.
9.2.1,
9.2.2.
9.2.I4,
9.2.5
9.2.6
Decide if the interviews will be individual
or group interviews.
Determine if the interviews will be structured
or unstructured.
9.2.3.
Determine the approximate time needed for
each interview.
Prepare the questions for the interview or
the points to be covered if the interview is
to be structured or focused.
Determine how to record data.
Conduct preliminary interviews as a pretest,
9.2.7. Revise if necessary; otherwise go to 10.
9. 2. 7.1. To revise questions, go to 9. 2. *4.
9. 2.7.2. To revise recording means, go to
9.2.5.
(These steps to be further developed.)
9.3.
If the strategy calls for observations, use observa-
tion techniques; otherwise go to 9. *4.
9.3.1. Determine if the observation is to be
unobtrusive. ( Caution : Remember ethics.)
9.3.2. Determine if it is to be directly observable.
9.3.3. Determine if it is to be under natural con-
ditions, i.e., no imposed conditions.
9.3.
*i. Determine what observation technique to use.
/
hlC
• 9.3.5. Design a recording device.
9.3.6. Pretest the observational technique and
recording device.
9.3.7. Revise if necessary.
(These steps to be further developed.
)
9.^. If the strategy is none of the above, describe its
operational design.
10. Plan to implement the strategy designed.
G. Specify sajnpling procedures, if these are needed.
(These steps will be further developed.)
H. Specify statistical tests to be used.
(These steps will be further developed.)
I. Identify sources of information needed.
1. Identify any sources not listed in C.l.
2. Combine the results of 1. above and C.l. into one list.
141Y
VII. Implement !.>tratefues
.
A. Determine resource allocation for implementing strategies.
B. Obtain cooperation of those sources of Information listed in
1. Meet with each person on the list or call each.
1.1. Explain the purpose of the research project.
1.2. Indicate the resources needed from this person.
1.3. Ask for this person’s cooperation.
2. For each person from whom you cannot get cooperation, go
to 3; otherwise go to C.
3. Attempt to secure cooperation of the person needed.
3.1. Discuss his/her reservations.
3.2. Discuss the importance of this person's cooperation.
3.3. Try to iron out any difficulties.
3.3.1. If you get the person's cooperation, go to
C.
3.3.2. If you do not get the person's cooperation,
go to U.
h. Check if any one else can take this person's place as a
source of information.
4.1. If yes, add this person to your list and go back to
B.l.
4.2. If no, go to 5.
5. Meet with the IDM(s).
5.1. Explain the lack of cooperation and the reasons.
5.2. Ask the IDM(s) if any other person can supply the
Information needed.
5.2.1.
If yes, add this person to your list and go
to B.l.
0
VII. B.
»tl8
5.2.2. If no, go to 5*3.
5.3. Consider any other alternatives.
5.^. Discuss any alterations that need to he made in the
project as a result of this lack of cooperation.
5.^.1. If no alterations are needed, go to C.
5. *4. 2. If alterations are necessary, go back to
VI. C. or VI. E.
C. Implement strategies designed in VI.
D. Analyze data. (This step is to be further developed.)
E. Interpret results. (Some ways useful to decision makers are
comparisons, trends, suggested implications.)
(This step is to be further developed.
)
Reporting, Procedures.
A. Allocate resources for reporting procedures.
B. Prepare the report--whether it is to be written or oral.Include the tollowing sections but not necessarily in this
order.
1. Identity the project.
1.1. Indicate the name of the IDM(s).
1.2. Indicate the name of the project.
1.3. Indicate the purpose of the project.
1.
^. Indicate the date(s) of the project and the report.
2. Describe the method or techniques used.
2.1. Identify the population and/or sample.
2.2. Describe the measurement techniques.
2.3. Describe the statistics used.
2.
U. Describe other procedures.
3. Report any difficulties.
3.1. Report difficulties in sampling.
3.2. Report difficulties in measurement techniques.
3.3. Report difficulties in interpreting data.
3.
^. Report any other difficulties encountered.
U. Present data.
ITiis may be done by numerical tables and/or graphs, or
any other way desired.
5. Present the interpretation of data.
5.1. Present any significant results in the data.
5.2. Include any cautions on interpreting the data
presented
.
C. Disseminate the report to those identified in IV. E. 5. a-iid IV. G.
IX.
h?0
Evaluate the Institutional Research Proct^RR .
A, Identify the type of evaluation.
B.
C.
1. If the evaluation is of an individual project, go to B.
2. If the evaluation is of the year's IR process, go to D.
Allocate resources for evaluation of individual project.
Evaluate individual projects. This is to be done within amonth after the final report has been submitted.
. Determine the extent to which the data have been used fordecision making. This can be done informally by a ques-
tion,^ such as: "Could you describe how you or your group
or office used the data provided you? For example, you
might list activities you did, or did not do as a result
of the data provided. (Thinking of new ideas or making
plans are activities.) Did you stop doing something, plan
to do something, or change your behavior and/or attitudes
in any way? Please be as specific as possible."
2. Determine how focused the data were. Some questions might
be: "Did the survey result in gathering all the informa-
tion you wanted?" "Roughly estimate (in percentages) how
much of the data you received that you did not want and/or
could not use."
3.
Consider the timing of the report. A possible question
is, "Was the final report given to you within a reasonable
amount of time?"
U. Consider asking additional questions such as:
"Was the final report understandable and satisfactory?"
"Do you have any additional suggestions or criticisms?"
D. Allocate resources for evaluating the IR process
—
year's.
E. Evaluate the Year's IR process. Done by both the Director
and Staff.
1. Carry out a goals and objectives assessment at midyear.
1.1.
Indicate how goals and objectives are being achieved
or were achieved.
1.2. Determine if each goal is still a goal; if each
objective is still an objective.
1.3. Indicate what were helps in achieving the goals and
/
IX. E. objectives
.
h2[
1.1). Indicate what were the hindrances to achieving the
goals and objectives.
1.5. Decide how to change hindrances into helps.
2 . Study the evaluations of individual projects completed.
2.1. Determine the overall extent to which data have been
used for decision making.
2.2. Determine how focused the data were on the average
during the year.
2.3. Consider the timing of the projects done.
2.U. Consider any of the other questions used on the
individual evaluations.
3. Evaluate the use of resources.
U. Evaluate the contract as per I.L
APP^INDIX D
DRESSEL'S FUNCTIONS/NCHEMG' PRODUCTS
There is some fit between NCHEMS' products and Dressed 's functions
The functions listed in Chapter I are:
Environment: Goals
Interactions
Physical Facilities
Processes and Operations:
Outcomes
;
Student Personnel
Curriculum and Instruction
Cost Studies
Student Achievement
Faculty Analysis
; Impact
Cost-Effectiveness
Contribution and Accomplishment of Faculty
and Graduates
The NCHEMS materials considered are
DED Data Element Dictionary
PCS Program Classification Structure
lEP Information Exchange Procedures
SAM Space Analysis Manuals
FAC Faculty Activity Analysis
HEOI Higher Education Outcomes Inventory
COST Cost Analysis (Cost Finding Principles)
RRPM Resource Requirements Prediction Model
HEFM Higher Education Finance Manual
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